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ABSTRACT
The focus of this research was to evaluate the effectiveness of a sustained
professional development initiative, Peer Coaching, on improving teacher performance
and student achievement. Developed in a large school district on the east coast of central
Florida, Brevard’s Peer Coaching Model (BPCM) was implemented during the summer
following the 2011-2012 school year to support teachers and administrators with
implementation of a new teacher evaluation system designed to promote continuous
improvement in teaching and learning. Teams of highly effective teachers were chosen
from each school to participate in nine days of training and follow-up over the course of
the study, in order to encourage improvement in their own instructional practice and the
practice of their peers through greater understanding of the evaluation framework and
observation rubrics, enhanced collaboration, and peer observation and coaching.
Quantitative data were obtained from Brevard Public Schools Office of Testing
and Accountability for professional practices evaluation scores and value-added results.
Professional practices scores are determined by trained and certified school
administrators, assigning up to three points across seven dimensions for a total possible
of 21 points. The school district assigns all teachers a three-year aggregated VAM score,
based on results from Florida’s standardized test for reading and mathematics, FCAT,
and BPS teachers earn a teacher-aggregated VAM (TAV), a non-FCAT teacheraggregated VAM (NFTAV), or a school-aggregated VAM (SAV) depending on their
grade level and content area assignment. Results for teachers who participated in a
minimum of six days of BPCM training, before, during, and after the training’s
iii

implementation were analyzed and compared with the results of teachers who did not
participate in BPCM training. The sample consisted of 174 BPS teachers, BPCM
participants, similar in demographics and years of experience to the comparison
population of teachers, non-BPCM participants.
Findings indicated that BPCM participants demonstrated a significant increase in
professional practices scores during and after the training, with the most significant
growth occurring after year one. In addition, BPCM participants earned significantly
higher professional practices scores compared to teachers in the non-BPCM population,
before, during, and after the professional learning experience. Differences in value-added
results, however, were not statistically significant. Although both professional practices
scores and value-added scores improved for BPCM and non-BPCM teachers during and
following the training, changes in student outcomes were not statistically significant.
These findings replicated previous findings that demonstrated a positive impact on
instructional practices following implementation of a peer coaching professional learning
model but limited impact on student achievement.
Implications for practice and recommendations for future research were provided
for Brevard Public Schools and other school districts considering development and
implementation of high quality professional learning to promote improvements in
teaching and learning. Professional development models represent a significant
investment of resources requiring careful planning for effective program evaluation to
ensure that the desired outcomes of changes in practice and increases in student
achievement are recognized.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study
In 2011-2012, Brevard Public School District (BPS), a large school district
located on the East Coast of Central Florida serving more than 70,000 students with over
9,000 employees and 84 schools (excluding charter schools), implemented a new
evaluation system for all instructional personnel in compliance with revisions to Florida
State Statute 1012.34 (2012) and requirements inherent with the acceptance of the
Federal Race to the Top Grant (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, 2009).
Required elements included a focus on research-based instructional practice, a cycle of
continuous improvement, a multi-metric system, and the inclusion of student
achievement growth and performance in the final evaluation rating.
Prior to 2011-2012, BPS, on its own initiative, spent two years developing and
implementing a consistent instructional model based on current educational research,
including the state-adopted works of Marzano (2007) and Danielson (2007). Six
fundamental components of effective instructional design, planning, assessment, and
evaluation were developed for Brevard’s Effective Strategies for Teaching [B.E.S.T.]
(2009). School district staff worked hand-in-hand with school administrative teams and
prepared teachers to build an understanding of the components of effective instruction
with the underlying goal of improving student achievement.
For the summer of 2012, a professional learning model to develop and implement
peer coaching in every school was created by the BPS Human Resources Division and
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the Office of Leading and Learning to support implementation of the school district’s
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System [IPPAS] (Brevard Public Schools,
2011) and to build teacher-leadership at each school using the Brevard Peer Coaching
Model (BPCM). Participants in BPCM included three teachers from each school chosen
by the principal based on a highly effective evaluation in the previous year and a record
of completion of Clinical Educator Training (CET). BPCM participants worked together
in teams over two days to improve their understanding and identification of elements of
exemplary instructional practice found in the IPPAS rubrics (2011) and to develop their
skills in providing meaningful feedback to fellow teachers to enhance efforts to improve
performance. Two additional days of BPCM follow-up training were provided for peer
coaches the following school year, 2012-2013, in October and in January to reinforce the
training concepts, provide additional practice opportunities, and confirm expectations for
providing support to their fellow teachers. In the following summer of 2013, these same
peer coaches participated in additional BPCM training designed to develop their capacity
to train other teachers at their sites in BPCM peer coaching skills. Follow-up and support
for BPCM implementation continued in year two with training from a professional
learning consultant (Abrams, 2009), and specific sessions on high-yield strategies found
in the IPPAS rubrics. These included differentiated instruction, implementation of
technology, higher order questioning, and the inquiry method. The Office of Leading and
Learning provided funds to pay teachers chosen to attend summer training and to cover
substitute teacher expenses for BPCM participants to attend the follow-up training held
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during the school year and to observe colleagues’ classrooms and provide coaching
feedback (J. Respess, personal communication, March 24, 2014).
Previous researchers of peer coaching models have focused their studies on
teacher and administrator perceptions about the peer coaching experience and its impact
on instructional practice. They have typically relied on observations, questionnaires, and
surveys to gather data from both teachers and leaders, reporting generally positive
findings (Hill & Rapp, 2012; Johnson & Fiarman, 2012; Kohler, Crilley, Shearer, &
Good, 1997; Sparks & Bruder, 1987). Each of the studies examined utilized a small
sample size, limiting the generalizability of the results; and limited attention was directed
toward measuring student performance for teachers who participated in the peer coaching
professional learning program.
Bowman and McCormick (2000) conducted a study at a large Midwestern
university to analyze the difference between a peer coaching model and a traditional
supervision model for pre-service teachers. Extensive training on developing a common
language of effective practice was provided for both the control group and the
experimental group along with training on providing timely, specific feedback about
effective practice for the study participants. The authors reported positive results for
collegiality, technical feedback, analysis of application, adaptation to students, and
personal facilitation, citing commonly reported research findings about the impact of
professional collaboration on improving instructional practice. They concluded that the
increased frequency of feedback for those working with peer coaches, as well as the
increased collegiality, helped pre-service teachers incorporate new skills and strategies
3

into their toolboxes. They advocated for continued study of the use of peer coaching in
field experiences for pre-service teachers.
Murray, Ma, and Mazur (2008) conducted a small study after the implementation
of a peer coaching program in the Appalachian Mountains, examining both observational
data and student achievement in mathematics. The results indicated that although study
participants welcomed the collaborative feedback, there was no significant impact on
student performance. The authors submitted several recommendations for future study
into the impact of peer coaching:
•

Clearly define peer coaching and identify roles and expectations of
participants for consistent implementation.

•

Study the results for a longer period of time (the study looked at data after a
single semester).

•

Provide additional planning time for teachers participating in the project to
reflect deeply on their work.

Although Johnson and Fiarman (2012) did not review specific student
achievement data in their study of a peer assistance and review process conducted in
seven school districts across the country, they indicated that both principals and teachers
reported improvements in instructional practice system-wide. The authors further
reported that teachers chosen to serve as peer consultants described their work as both
“challenging and rewarding” (p. 22). The researchers offered several recommendations
for future study:
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•

Carefully select the teachers who will be trained as peer review
consultants. To be effective, these teachers must be perceived as highly
effective teachers in the eyes of their peers.

•

Specifically identify guidelines to direct the work of the peer review
consultants.

•

Develop and implement clear and specific expectations for effective
instructional practice through evaluation rubrics, and provide training to
both administrators and peer review consultants in use of the rubric to
provide specific feedback to teachers on performance.

•

Provide adequate training to peer review consultants on the change
process, building trust, managing a caseload, efficient record-keeping, and
effective feedback, along with other essential coaching skills that are
separate and unique from training they’ve received about how to be an
effective teacher.

•

Emphasize both prongs of a successful peer review program: evaluation
and assistance.

•

Effective peer review consultants have an evaluative role in moving poor
performers out of the profession, but they play a valuable role in helping
all teachers to improve their practice through specific feedback and peer
support.

5

The recommendations and results of this and additional prior research on the topic of peer
coaching and effective professional development guided the development of the research
design for this study.

Statement of the Problem
To date, limited research has been conducted to evaluate the effect of professional
preparation for peer coaches on improving student outcomes and teacher practice over an
extended period of time. Rather, researchers have primarily examined teacher
perceptions about peer coaching as a professional learning model with limited
investigation into measurable changes in instructional practice and impact on student
achievement. Because this training model represented a significant investment of school
district resources, raising the question of return on investment, the study was vital to
ensure that time and money were spent on efforts that have a significant positive impact
on student performance.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to analyze whether one public school district’s
investment in professional learning for peer coaches resulted in improved instructional
practice for the participants and their peers and increased levels of student achievement
as measured by Florida’s value-added model, [VAM] (2013).
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Significance of the Study
In the spring of 2003, the Florida Department of Education (FDOE) developed
and implemented the Professional Development Evaluation Protocol in response to
Florida Statute 1012.98. This protocol established the purpose of professional
development systems as “[to] increase student achievement, enhance classroom
instructional strategies that promote rigor and relevance throughout the curriculum, and
prepare students for continuing education and the workforce.” (FDOE, 2010a). The
standards were revised in 2010 to align with legislative changes and new developments in
educational research and practice, but the importance of the evaluation of professional
development in terms of both participant perception and impact on instructional practice
and student outcomes remained unchanged; at a school district level, standard 3.4,
Evaluating, specified seven actions that should be taken to ensure that professional
development resources, both time and money, were directed towards learning activities
that make a difference in teacher and student performance.
These professional development protocol standards are consistent with 21st
century research (Guskey, 2002; Haslam, 2010). However, findings from the FDOE’s
Professional Development System Evaluation Protocol, Third Cycle/Second Year
Technical Report for the 2011-2012 School Year (2012) indicated that “Districts need
continued improvement and assistance in evaluating the impact of professional learning”
(p. 4). Of four strands included in the FDOE Protocol Standards (planning, learning,
implementing, and evaluating), evaluation earned the lowest average score across the 17
Florida school districts reviewed in 2011-2012.
7

The need for increased attention to teacher implementation of new learning and its
impact on student performance are areas for growth at national, state, and local levels.
This research was conducted to improve current understanding and practice in this
regard. This study added to the body of knowledge on the effectiveness of peer coaching
on improving teacher and student performance and provided meaningful data to guide
future decisions about resource allocation and investment in professional development.

Definition of Terms
Brevard Public Schools (BPS): A large school district in Brevard County, Florida.
The Brevard Peer Coaching Model (BPCM): A process through which two or
more professional colleagues agree to work together to observe teaching and learning;
exchange specific feedback about what was observed; and reflect on the feedback in
order to improve instructional practice and increase student achievement.
Clinical Educator Training (CET): Required for all instructional personnel in
Florida who serve as mentors or supervisors for teacher preparation students during field
experiences and internships. The program includes training to develop clinical skills for
the analyzing teacher, including how to provide effective feedback on instructional
performance and develop professional improvement plans as a part of reflective
professional practice.
Florida Educator Accomplished Practices (FEAPs): Florida’s established
standards for effective professional educators as established by State Board Rule 6A5.065 (2010); required elements in state-approved teacher evaluation systems.
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Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System (IPPAS): Brevard Public
Schools’ state-approved teacher evaluation system; comprised of the evaluation of
professional practices, professional growth plan development and implementation,
collaboration and mutual accountability, and student achievement outcomes/value-added
growth measures.
Professional Practices Scores: Represent the summative evaluation rating
assigned to teachers by the supervising administrator (principal, assistant principal, or
director), using the IPPAS rubrics to differentiate Distinguished, Proficient, Professional
Support Needed, and Unsatisfactory levels of performance in formal and informal
classroom observations. The professional practices score reflects a teacher’s overall
performance on seven instructional dimensions and represents 21 points of a teacher’s
final summative evaluation rating.
Student Growth Implementation Committee (SGIC): Comprised of 27 members,
including teachers, school administrators, district administrators, post-secondary
stakeholders, parents, and business owners, and tasked with planning for the sales tax
referendum and other key initiatives.
Value-added Scores (VAM): Represent the difference between students’
expected achievement on a standardized assessment and the actual performance of the
students who share similar characteristics; when aggregated, the value-added model
represents a teacher’s contribution to the students’ learning. For BPS teachers, VAM
equates to 35 points in the final summative evaluation rating in the baseline and year one
of the study, and 45 points in year two of the study.
9

Teacher Value-added Scores (TAV): Represent the difference between an
individual teacher’s students’ expected achievement on the Florida
Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) and the actual performance of students
who share similar characteristics. For teachers in this study, TAV applies to
teachers of reading/language arts and/or math, Grades 4-10 and represents their
students’ performance, aggregated over a three year period to reduce the impact
of measurement error.
School Value-added Scores (SAV): Represent the difference between a school’s
students’ expected achievement on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test
(FCAT), reading and mathematics, and the actual performance of students who
share similar characteristics, aggregated over a three-year period. For teachers in
this study, SAV applies to teachers assigned to students in Grades K–2 and
Grades 11–12 who are not annually assessed by the Florida Comprehensive
Assessment Test (FCAT) or students in Grade 3 who are assessed using the
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) but do not have baseline results
to establish predictive scores.
Non-FCAT Teacher Value-added Scores (NFTAV): Represent the difference
between an individual teacher’s students expected achievement on the Florida
Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) and the actual performance of students
who share similar characteristics. For teachers in this study, NFTAV applies to
teachers in Grades 4-10 assigned to content areas other than reading/language arts
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and/or mathematics and represents their students’ performance, aggregated over a
three-year period to reduce the impact of measurement error.

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual model underlying Brevard Public Schools’ Peer Coaching Model
(BPCM) initiative was grounded in the work of Deming, an American statistician who
achieved recognition for his work with the Japanese automobile industry following
World War II. He lived from 1900–1993, serving in his lifetime as a consultant to the
U.S. Secretaries of War and Defense, an advisor for the U.S. Bureau of Budget, and
faculty member at both Yale University and New York University (Petersen, 1999).
Deming defined systems, emphasizing (a) the importance of interaction between the
elements of an organization in determining the organization’s level of performance and
(b) the significance of a focus on quality and the customer at every level of the
organization (Gruska, 2000). His primary work, however, focused on leadership that
promoted collaboration and participation of all stakeholders to achieve a shared vision.
He used the analogy of an orchestra conductor to describe effective participatory
leadership: “An orchestra is judged by listeners, not so much by illustrious players, but
by the way they work together. The conductor, as manager, begets cooperation between
the players, as a system, every player to support the others.” (System of profound
knowledge, 2014, para. 3). To achieve success, organizations implement structures to
support continuous improvement, employees learning from each other, teamwork, and
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distributive leadership, defined in Deming’s 14 points for the transformation of
management.
Since Deming’s death, other authors have built on his work to further clarify the
meaning of participatory leadership. Rook and Torbert (2005) offered the following
definition:
The participatory leadership paradigm is based on respect and engagement. It
constructively focuses energy in every human to human encounter. A more
advanced, more democratic and more effective model of leadership, it harnesses
diversity, builds community, and creates shared responsibility for action. It
deepens individual and collective learning yielding real development and growth.
(p. 66)
According to Rook and Torbert (2005), participatory leadership is an effective strategy to
channel organizational creativity and passion toward a common goal, creating and
sustaining successful organizational development and change. Leaders functioning at
this level establish collegial networks for mutual mentoring and build learning
communities that support peer-to-peer professional growth and development.
This conceptual model of participatory leadership has also been evident in other
adult learning frameworks, including the work of Drago-Severson and Cuban cited by
Burke, Marx, and Lowenstein (2012) in their study of leadership development. Burke et
al. (2012) argued that “Leaders who understand their own development as learners, acting
in social organizational systems, will recognize each participant as a learner whose
individual development can be a key component to building the leadership capacity of the
12

larger system” (p. 114). Leaders with a vision of improved student performance establish
structures whereby educators influence other educators to improve instructional practice
in collaborative professional learning communities.
Other conditions used to describe the participatory leadership conceptual
framework include more effective utilization of the level of expertise in an organization,
improving levels of commitment within an organization, and targeting issues related to
organizational fit within an entity. Participatory leadership focuses on teamwork, sharing
of differing opinions and beliefs, and continuous learning through collaboration in order
to more effectively achieve an organization’s strategic goals and initiatives (Kezar,
2001).
Brevard’s Peer Coaching Model (BPCM) was based on the premise of
participatory leadership. It was founded on the principle that the power to improve
teaching and learning lies within educators working together in a system focused on
continuous improvement through teamwork, collaboration, and effective feedback.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
1. To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from the VAM scores of the population of
Brevard Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM?
H01 There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of those
teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from the VAM
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scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did not
participate in BPCM.
2. To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from the professional
practices scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did
not participate in BPCM?
H02: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional
practices scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training
(BPCM) from the professional practices scores of the population of Brevard
Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM.
3. To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at the end of the first
year after initial training, and at the end of the second year after additional
follow-up training?
H03: There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of
those teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from prior
to training, at the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of
the second year after additional follow-up training.
4. To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at
the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of the second year
after additional follow-up training?
14

H04: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional
practices scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training
(BPCM) from prior to training, at the end of the first year after initial training,
and at the end of the second year after additional follow-up training.

Delimitations
This study was delimited by the following factors:
1. Data collection and analysis were delimited to teachers from only one large
Florida school district, Brevard Public Schools, Brevard County, Florida.
2. Data collection and analysis were further delimited to teachers from Brevard
Public Schools, Brevard County, Florida, who were selected by their
principals to participate in the school district-provided Peer Coaching
Training.
3. This study was delimited to teachers who, having completing at least six days
of peer coaching training and follow-up, earned a VAM (Value-added model)
score and professional practices scores in three consecutive school years,
2011-2014.
4. This study was delimited to application of the state-mandated model for
inclusion of student achievement data from standardized tests in teacher
evaluation.
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Limitations
This study was limited by the extent to which the following parameters were
applied:
1. The student data assigned to each teacher for the purpose of this study was
based solely on the Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT), a
standardized assessment unique to the state of Florida.
2. Changes in school administrators between the Fall of 2011 and Spring of 2014
were beyond the researcher’s control.
3. School administrators rated their own teachers higher on observation of
practice than outside observers, in accordance to current research (Ensuring
Fair and Reliable Measures of Effective Teaching, 2013).
4. Non-FCAT teacher aggregated value-added model scores (NFTAV) and
school-aggregated value-added model scores (SAV) assigned to teachers of
non-FCAT tested grade levels or content areas complied with the state model
for attribution of student achievement data in teacher evaluation but did not
reflect student performance in the teachers’ areas of expertise or classroom
experience.
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Assumptions
This study included the following assumptions:
1. Administrators received the required training offered by Brevard Public
Schools in the use of the IPPAS rubrics to evaluate the professional practices
of teachers in the study.
2. Administrators understood the differences among the rubric classifications for
the observation of professional practices, including Distinguished, Proficient,
Professional Support Needed, and Unsatisfactory.
3. Administrators evaluating the professional practices of the teachers in the
study utilized the evaluation rubric without bias and recorded the results
accurately.
4. Teachers chosen to participate in the peer coaching professional learning
model did so willingly and with the intent of improving their instructional
practice and the practice of their peers.
5. Teachers chosen to participate in the peer coaching professional development
model made a commitment to complete the two-year training regimen with
the intent of improving their instructional practice and increasing their student
outcomes.
6. The state and the school district accurately attributed the student data assigned
to each teacher during the 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014 school year.
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Methodology

Research Design
A quasi-experimental design was chosen for this study in order to determine if
there were differences in the VAM scores and professional practices scores (a) between
the two sample populations, those teachers from Brevard Public Schools who participated
in the peer coaching training (BPCM) and those teachers from Brevard Public Schools
who did not and (b) between VAM and professional practices scores of the convenience
sample chosen to participate in BPCM prior to training, at the end of year one, and at the
end of year two of the study. The study was intended to improve on previous research
efforts in three specific areas: size of the sample, use of a value-added approach to
evaluate growth in student achievement, and three complete years of student achievement
and professional practices data to evaluate training impact on both teacher performance
and student learning.
The dependent variables in the study were observation of professional practices,
as measured by administrator evaluations, and student achievement results on FCAT, as
reported by VAM, the state’s value-added measure. Although administrator evaluations
of professional practices are subjective in nature, advances in the use of rubrics have
contributed to more clearly defining effective instructional practice and training for
administrators. Rubrics plus the use of video clips, instructional rounds, and expert
consultants have resulted in improved inter-rater reliability. In addition, Brevard Public
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Schools used three years of aggregated FCAT data to calculate VAM for teachers and
schools in order to minimize the impact of the standard error of measurement.

Population
Principals selected three teachers from their schools to participate in BPCM,
establishing the convenience test sample. Candidates were required to have highly
effective annual evaluations and have completed state-approved Clinical Educator
Training (CET) in advance; the original static training group included 285 participants, a
group of teachers diverse in gender, years of experience, and level of expertise
(elementary, middle, or high school). The study’s sample was further refined by the
requirement that teachers attend a minimum of six of the nine days of peer coaching
training offered between the summer of 2012 and the spring of 2014, reducing the sample
to 174 participants. Results for teachers who dropped out of BPCM during the course of
the study were excluded from the comparative analysis between results for BPCM
participants and results for the population of BPS teachers to eliminate potential bias in
the scores from partial completion of the training.

Data Collection
The researcher proposed to analyze and report aggregate professional practices
and FCAT VAM results for members of both the sample selected to participate in BPCM
over a three-year period and the comparison group, the population of BPS teachers not
selected for BPCM, as follows: (a) 2011-2012: Baseline results, prior to BPCM training;
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(b) 2012-2013: year one results, following initial BPCM training and implementation;
and (c) 2013-2014: year two results, following additional BPCM training and
monitoring. Both the sample and the population were delimited to teachers with three
years of VAM data in order to limit researcher bias.

Data Analysis
Quantitative data for professional practices and student achievement (VAM) were
analyzed and reported for range, mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis for
each year (baseline, year one, and year two). Mean results from the convenience sample
were compared to determine if a statistically significant difference existed using a paired
samples t test. Mean results of the convenience sample were also compared to the mean
results of the population of teachers in Brevard Public Schools, using an independent
samples t-test, to determine if a statistically significant difference existed. Table 1
provides a summary of the variables, data sources, and methods of analysis used to
answer each of the four research questions.
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Table 1
Research Questions, Variables, Data Sources, and Methods of Analysis
Research Questions
1. To what extent do the VAM
scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching
training (BPCM) differ from the
VAM scores of the population of
teachers in Brevard Public
Schools?

Variables
Dependent:
FCAT VAM scores,
BPCM participants
Independent:
FCAT VAM scores,
Population of BPS
teachers

Data Source
VAM scores

Analysis
Independent
samples t
test

2. To what extent do the
Professional Practices scores of
those teachers who participated
in peer coaching training
(BPCM) differ from the
Professional Practices scores of
the population of teachers in
Brevard Public Schools?

Dependent:
Professional Practices
scores, BPCM
participants
Independent:
Professional Practices
scores, Population of
BPS teachers

Professional
Practices
scores

Independent
samples t
test

3. To what extent do the VAM
scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching
training (BPCM) differ prior to
training, at the end of the first
year after initial training, and at
the end of the second year after
additional follow-up training?

Dependent:
FCAT VAM scores,
years 1 and 2
Independent:
FCAT VAM scores,
prior year

VAM Scores

Paired
samples ttest

4. To what extent do the
Professional Practices scores of
those teachers who participated
in peer coaching training
(BPCM) differ from prior to
training, at the end of the first
year after initial training, and at
the end of the second year after
additional follow-up training?

Dependent:
Professional Practices
scores, years 1 and 2
Independent:
Professional Practices
scores, prior year

Professional
Practices
Scores

Paired
samples ttest
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Summary
The researcher strived to find results that duplicated those of previous studies
regarding the positive effects of a peer coaching professional development model in
increasing collaboration among educators and improving instructional practice. By
building both human and social capital, peer coaching invokes previously proven tenets
of effective professional development, including attention to making it ongoing and
connected to practice, with modeling and supported demonstration. This study proposed
to further explore changes in instructional practice and student achievement outcomes, as
measured by the state-adopted formula for VAM, in order to effectively evaluate the
return on investment of a school district’s peer coaching professional development
model.

Organization of the Study
This research study is presented in five chapters. Chapter 1 includes the
background of the study, the statement of the problem, purpose of the study, definition of
terms, conceptual model, research questions and hypotheses, limitations, delimitations,
methodology, and the organization of the study. Chapter 2 presents a review of the
literature relevant to the study, including a review of the models of effective professional
learning, peer coaching as a professional learning model designed to improve teaching
and learning, and measures used to evaluate teacher performance, including teacher
observation using Marzano’s (2007) and Danielson’s (2007) instructional practice
frameworks and Florida’s approach to the value-added model as a measure of teacher
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impact on student achievement. Chapter 3 describes the methodology used for this
research study including an introduction, the research design, the selection of study
participants, instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, and a summary. Chapter 4
presents the study’s findings including demographic information, the results of data
analysis for the four research questions, additional data analysis, and a summary.
Chapter 5 provides a summary of the entire study, discussion of the findings, implications
of the findings for practice, recommendations for further research, and conclusions.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH
Introduction
Continuous learning is recognized as a critical attribute of professionals in many
career fields. Doctors, lawyers, engineers, accountants, and teachers are required to be
licensed in their fields and must demonstrate continued learning in order to stay current in
the latest advancements in knowledge, technology, and skill and renew professional
licensure (Professional Career Development, 2014). The work of Deming on
participatory leadership, this study’s conceptual framework, also places considerable
emphasis on the importance of continuous learning within an effective organization,
recognizing the value of professionals learning with and from each other (Kezar, 2001).
This chapter presents the rationale for conducting further research on the impact
of a school district’s peer coaching model on teacher and student performance. The
review of literature has been organized around (a) professional learning models and their
roots in adult learning theory, (b) peer coaching as a high quality professional learning
model designed to improve teaching and learning, and (c) measures used to evaluate
teacher performance, including teacher observation using Marzano’s (2007) and
Danielson’s (2007) instructional practice frameworks and Florida’s approach to the
value-added model as a measure of teacher impact on student achievement.
Multiple sources were used to search the literature, including ERIC, ProQuest,
dissertations and theses, Internet sources, and references including journals, periodicals,
books, published reports, and professional interviews. Appendix A contains a summary
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of the search parameters used including key terms and scholars identified through the
research.

Principles of Effective Professional Learning
Effective professional learning is grounded in the research related to adult
learning. Knowles (1980) identified the following unique characteristics of the adult
learner: a desire to be self-directing, a richer bank of experience on which to draw to
support new learning, a need to see the purpose and application of new learning in order
to create motivation and ensure readiness to learn, and an orientation focused on
performance as the most productive means of developing competence. Merriam and
Caffarella (1999) further clarified the need of adult learners to operate in a learning
organization that provides strong systemic support and motivation for quality adult
learning. Learning organizations are characterized by an acceptance of change as a way
of life and work; adults routinely examine problems of practice and work collaboratively
to discover solutions through inquiry and action-research (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999).
There has been some debate in the research as to the use of the terms
“professional development” and “professional learning.” The National Staff
Development Council (NSDC) first published guiding standards for quality professional
development systems in 2001. The standards, built on the known principles of adult
learning, were developed with representation from a diverse group of leading
organizations from education, government, and business, including the National
Education Association, the American Federation of Teachers, the American Association
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of School Administrators, the National School Board Association, the Council of Chief
State School Officers, and the U. S. Department of Education. The standards were
categorized by context, process, or content and provided clear guidelines to help school
districts build high quality professional development systems with targeted focus on
research-based elements, including learning communities, leadership, use of data to plan
and monitor professional learning, collaboration, and equity (Hirsch, 2007). The NSDC
standards defined critical attributes of effective professional learning which included (a) a
comprehensive approach focusing on improving instructional effectiveness to increase
student learning, (b) a focus on continuous improvement, (c) employment of skilled
facilitators working with learning teams over a sustained period of time, and (d) use of
coaching to support implementation of new knowledge and skills in the practice of
teaching (NSDC, 2001, p. 1). The terms, professional development and professional
learning, were used interchangeably in the original work of the NSDC, and the standards
were widely adopted by states, universities, and school districts.
The NSDC later changed its name to Learning Forward, the Professional Learning
Association, and collaborated with over 40 agencies to revise and rename the standards in
2011, calling them Standards for Professional Learning, guided by the following
principle: “Increasing the effectiveness of professional learning is the leverage point with
the greatest potential for strengthening and refining the day-to-day performance of
educators” (Standards for, 2011, p. 1). The revised standards emphasized the importance
of teachers (a) having influence over the development of the content, context, and
evaluation of their own professional learning, (b) being empowered as teacher-leaders
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dedicated to professional growth in the continuous effort to provide high quality learning
opportunities for all children. Day & Sachs (2004) provided a definition of professional
development that incorporated the concept of professional learning and was useful in
guiding this study:
. . . all natural learning experiences and those conscious and planned
activities which are intended to be of direct or indirect benefit to the
individual, group or school and which contribute . . . to the quality of
education in the classroom. It is the process by which, alone or with
others, teachers review, renew and extend their commitment as change
agents to the moral purposes of teaching and by which they acquire and
develop critically the knowledge, skills and emotional intelligence
essential to good professional thinking, planning and practice with
children, young people and colleagues through each phase of their
teaching lives. (p. 34)
One issue revealed in the literature about principles of effective professional
learning focused on the manner in which adult learning impacts student learning and the
fact that determining a direct link between professional development and student
achievement has proven difficult (Borko, 2004; Gusky, 2002; Joyce & Showers, 2002;
Yoon et al., 2007). Effective professional learning models are built on a sequential series
of actions, starting with professional development activities that are focused, tightly
structured, and directly tied to curriculum content that is current and relevant; followed
by support for the translation of the professional development into new knowledge and
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improved skills through modeling, practice, and coaching; implementation of the new
knowledge and skills in classroom instruction; resulting in increases in student learning
(Yoon et al., 2007). Many factors along the way, including availability of resources,
quality of the adult learning experiences, level of teacher motivation, and organizational
acceptance of change, influence final outcomes. “Given these requirements, it is
unsurprising that few rigorous studies address the effect of professional development on
student achievement” (Yoon et al., 2007, p. 5).
Despite the research evidence demonstrating the moderate positive impact that
high quality professional development has on student achievement (21 percentile points
on average) according to Yoon et al. (2001), the United States has historically
underfunded and underemphasized quality professional learning experiences for teachers
(Darling-Hammond, 2010). In contrast to the ongoing, job-embedded professional
development activities found in top-ranked nations such as Finland, Singapore, and
Sweden (Darling-Hammond, 2010), professional development for American educators
has typically been short in duration, focused on teacher behaviors and skills, and without
follow-up or support for implementation of new knowledge (Dubois, 2012). Yoon et al.
(2007) noted that high quality learning experiences proven to impact teacher practice and
student achievement have a duration of more than 14 hours. Darling-Hammond, Wei,
Andree, Richardson, and Orphanos (2009) noted that such high quality learning
experiences are specifically connected to student learning and curriculum content, align
with school improvement goals and priorities, and provide time and structured
opportunity for teachers to collaborate throughout the implementation stage. Coaching
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during the implementation stage also increases application of new skills in the classroom,
along with training experiences that include description, modeling, practice, and followup (Joyce & Showers, 2002).
Hawley and Valli (1999) conducted a widely noted metasynthesis of the relevant
research on effective professional development in the late 20th century, developing nine
guiding principles evident throughout the literature and underlying the NSDC standards
developed in 2001 and revised in 2011. These authors observed that quality professional
learning experiences for educators should include the following: (a) a focus on the
standards students will be expected to learn, (b) an analysis of the gap between what
students currently know and what they need to know and be able to do, (c) an opportunity
for teachers to have input into what they are going to learn and how they will engage in
the learning process, (d) a job-embedded approach with opportunities for collaboration
and problem-solving; systemic support and emphasis on continual learning, (e) a variety
of data elements to assess improvements in teaching and learning, (f) an understanding of
the underlying theory and principles behind the new knowledge and skills, and (g) a
focus on systemic change to improve student performance Hawley & Valli, 1999).
Getting It Right, a professional learning model illustrating the nine guiding
principles, was implemented with success in Australia (Ingvarson, 2005). The reform
strategy focused on improving elementary mathematics instruction through
comprehensive, sustained professional learning with the support of a quality curriculum
base and job-embedded coaching offered by specialist teachers at each school site. The
specialist teachers were identified by their historic performance in providing effective
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teaching and learning experiences for students, and they were trained at the district level
for consistency of implementation. In addition, school principals were provided training
in effective use of the specialist teachers to support implementation of the new
curriculum tool. Ingvarson, in studying the model’s implementation, examined data
collected through observations, interviews, and surveys, concluding that both teachers
and principals believed the model was having a significant impact on improving
instructional practice.
Yates (2007) analyzed survey responses of 395 elementary and secondary
teachers, following their participation in professional learning opportunities between
July, 2003 and April, 2004, to 21 statements about the principles of quality professional
development. Results of the analysis supported the importance of planning for
professional development that is longer in duration and focused on application of new
content and skills in order to change teacher practice. Longer courses that incorporated
elements of collegiality and applicability had a greater perceived influence on feelings of
professional renewal (Yates, 2007).
A more recent study examined the impact of a multi-year professional
development model targeting elementary school teachers and their development and
implementation of high quality curriculum units for science instruction for English
language learners (ELL) (Lee & Maerten-Rivera, 2012). Teachers initially attended a
three-day workshop in the summer, followed by one-day workshops held during the
school year and in subsequent summers, representing a total of 14 days of workshop
training. The workshops focused on improving teachers’ level of scientific knowledge
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and understanding of effective strategies for English language development in the content
area. Pre-and post-tests were used to measure the impact on ELL students in six
elementary schools in a large urban school district in the southeastern portion of the
United States, and almost 200 teachers participated in the project. A questionnaire was
used to capture qualitative data from teachers about implementation of the new
instructional strategies and approaches, and administrator observation data were also
incorporated in the final analysis. Analysis of the data confirmed that multiyear
professional development models generally result in changes in teacher practice after
year one and typically stabilize over subsequent years. The researchers concluded that
changes in teacher knowledge and instructional practice were greatest after year one of
the professional development experience, but the improvements were not statistically
significant after year one or over three years of the professional development
intervention. Although the study’s design included some critical features of high quality
professional learning, e.g., a substantial degree of training exposure, it was limited by the
failure to plan for a school leadership role in supporting implementation of the new
practices, collegial support through peer coaching and collaboration, and a lack of
randomization and attrition due to student and teacher mobility in the large urban district
(Killion, 2014).
Horn and Little (2010) conducted a study analyzing professional conversations as
a tool of professional learning to improve instructional practice. They found that
conversations supported the importance of collegiality and applicability of content to
improve teacher practice. They also determined that context, skill, and prior experience
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in working collaboratively to resolve problems of practice influenced the outcomes for
two separate teacher work groups in a large urban high school. Although one group of
teachers had success in sharing student work samples and engaging in peer observation
and productive feedback conversations, the other group stayed focused on curriculum
development and planning and rarely addressed approaches to teaching the curriculum
effectively. Professional learning communities with shared norms and a common focus
on improving student performance “may be necessary but not sufficient for collaboration
to yield opportunities for professional learning” (Horn & Little, 2010, p. 212).
Little (2006) conducted research on the role of school and community on the
quality of professional learning experiences and their impact on teacher effectiveness and
student learning. Historically, professional development for American teachers has
typically occurred outside the school setting in formal, structured experiences that were
short in duration and limited in impact on teacher practice or student learning (Borko,
2004; Darling-Hammond, 2010; Yoon et al., 2007). In contrast, Little (2006) concluded
that schools are more effective in providing high quality learning experiences for all
students when learning for all, teachers and students, is a priority. Four key goals were
identified in Little’s research: “making headway on the school’s central goals, priorities,
or problems; building the knowledge, skill, and disposition to teach to high standards;
cultivating strong professional community conducive to learning and improvement; and
sustaining teachers’ commitment to teaching” (p. 2). Little also identified two reasons to
support the argument that professional learning belongs in the school setting. First, the
school site is where the work happens, and schools have unique needs related to levels of
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staff training, quality, and experience as well as student demographics and community
priorities. Second, costs are high when schools fail to provide adequate learning
opportunities for students. Most impacted by these costs are the school administration,
the school faculty, the students, and the local community. Thus, Little (2006)
emphasized the importance of professional learning communities with shared values
including ownership of the responsibility for student learning and a collaborative focus
on continuous improvement of instructional practice and student outcomes. In learningcentered schools, teacher learning as well as student learning is valued and respected, and
structures are established to promote and encourage productive professional dialogue.
The values of collaboration and school cultures that promote peer learning as a
tool for professional development are embedded in the body of research on high quality
professional learning models. Jackson and Bruegmann (2009) conducted a longitudinal
analysis of elementary school student performance in North Carolina using a value-added
approach. They concluded that students in teachers’ classrooms with high performing
colleagues performed a standard deviation above their peers on state mathematics and
reading assessments. Data were collected from 1995 to 2006 for students in third through
fifth grades who had the same teacher for the entire school year. This resulted in 1.37
million data elements for analysis. Students in classrooms with less experienced teachers
had the most significant gains in performance, and the effect of peer quality was
consistent over the length of the study.
Louis & Marks (1998) also advocated for the professionalization of teaching.
They supported restructuring of school environments to provide time and purpose for
33

teachers to work together in productive groups with a collective focus on improving
student learning. In their analysis, they collected data through surveys, classroom
observations, authentic assessment tasks, student work samples, and case studies at eight
elementary, eight middle, and eight high schools. They concluded that in schools with
strong professional learning communities, social support for high levels of learning and
student achievement results on authentic assessment tasks were both significantly higher
than in schools lacking a professional culture of collaboration and a common
commitment to improving student learning (Louis & Marks, 1998).
Similar results were found in a more recent study sponsored by Learning
Forward’s Center for Results. The study was conducted in 12 districts involved in the
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation’s Supporting Effective Teaching Knowledge
Development Initiative (Curtis, 2013). Teachers teaching teachers or supporting the
learning of their peers through coaching and collaboration had positive impacts on school
culture and student learning. However, other researchers have observed that effective
peer learning models depend on key conditions; teacher leaders need support and
direction from district and school leaders, a clear vision of what peer learning is supposed
to accomplish that is widely communicated and understood, training in observation and
feedback skills, and monitoring of impact on instructional practice and student learning
(Curtis, 2013; Duff & Islas, 2013).
In summary, although members of the education profession in American schools
have not historically been engaged in the meaningful, long-term professional learning
that produces adaptations in teacher practice and improvement in student learning, recent
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research and current trends provide direction for an improvement in the future. True
collegiality is characterized by teachers talking both formally and informally about
teaching and student learning, teachers sharing their knowledge about their craft, teachers
observing one another and providing helpful feedback to one another, and teachers
supporting one another in the effort to get better every day (Barth, 2006). “By building
permanent structures for collegial relationships, schools organize themselves for
improvement in multiple areas” (Joyce & Showers, 2002, p. 89). These principles, along
with the underlying framework of participatory leadership, provided the foundation for
the development and implementation of the BPCM, the professional learning model in
this study.

Peer Coaching as a Professional Learning Model
Peer coaching, as an effective model for promoting improvement in teacher
practice, has a solid base in educational research (Bowman & McCormick, 2000; Hill &
Rapp, 2012; Johnson & Fiarman; 2012; Kohler et al., 1997; Leana, 2011; Murray et al.,
2008; Sparks & Bruder, 1987). However, the majority of studies conducted on peer
coaching have focused on the positive relationships, impact on school culture, and
increase in implementation of professional learning in teacher practice as a result of peer
coaching. Studies indicating significant impact on student achievement have been
limited (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Knight, 2007; Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010).
Several common characteristics have been associated with effective peer coaching
professional learning models in the professional literature. Bartolo (2012) called for
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patience, practice, and follow-up, with allowances for time to allow the peer coach to
develop a comfort level with the process and the skills necessary to provide specific
feedback that will improve instructional practice. Hall & Simeral (2008) emphasized the
importance of positive relationships between effective peer coaches and teachers. These
researchers found that to build trust, peer coaches recognized the individual strengths of
the teachers with whom they were working, they asked questions to stimulate reflective
practice, and they validated the insights and suggestions teachers expressed during the
coaching process. Beyond building positive relationships, peer coaches also analyzed
assessment results, collected additional evidence through peer observation, provided
constructive feedback, collaborated on improvement goals, and suggested resources to
support teacher growth (Hall & Simeral, 2008). Effective coaching was contingent upon
strong questioning skills. Good peer coaches asked questions that prompted higher-level
thinking and self-reflection; generated thoughtful, in-depth responses; and encouraged
teachers to examine values and beliefs as well as past practice, current practice, and
desired improvements in practice (Bearwald, 2011). Other key behaviors increasing the
effectiveness of peer coaches included modeling, offering recommendations, affirming
teacher efforts, and praising teachers when changes in practice occurred (Collet, 2012).
Several other key principles were identified consistently in the literature on
effective peer coaching models (Demonte, 2013; Killion, Harrison, Bryan, & Clifton,
2014; Knight, 2011; Marzano & Simms, 2013; Tomlinson, 2011). First, equality was a
significant concern. According to the researchers, effective peer coaches do not assume a
position of power or authority when building an effective peer coaching partnership; they
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work together with teachers as equal colleagues in the quest to improve practice. Second,
teachers must have a choice and a voice in the improvement effort. The teacher
establishes the improvement goals with the support of the peer coach, not under the
direction of the peer coach or a supervisor. Third, teachers and peer coaches exchange
candid, honest feedback in an atmosphere of mutual respect, trust, and humility. An open
and honest dialogue was identified as a precursor to building effective peer coaching
relationships. Fourth, practice was a key component; the goal of peer coaching is
implementation of new and improved instructional strategies that positively impact
student learning. This occurs when opportunities for modeling, practice, and feedback
are built into the implementation plan, resulting in consistent application of new
knowledge and skills in daily instruction. Finally, researchers agreed that the level of
effectiveness of peer coaching is dependent on the level of respect the peer coaches hold
as high quality teachers and the level of training they have received in observation and
feedback skills. When these fundamental characteristics of effective peer coaching
training and implementation were in place, teachers receiving support from a peer coach
practiced new strategies more often, used their new strategies more appropriately and
more consistently in the long-term. They discussed their new strategies with their
students to identify the purpose of changing methodology. They also better understood
how to share their adaptations in pedagogy with their colleagues to increase their
influence as positive teacher leaders and ambassadors of effective practice (Joyce &
Shower, 2002; Marzano & Simms, 2013).
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Cross (2012) reported positive results on the implementation of a coaching model
in 2005 in a small, semirural school district outside of Denver, Colorado. The school
district was struggling with a 34% teacher turnover rate and low student achievement. A
full-time achievement coach was selected for every school, and a half-time coach was
dedicated at the district level to provide training and support for the coaches and schoolbased administrators to guide implementation and improve professional learning. The
coaches first dedicated time to improving their own instructional skills, working in a
professional learning community to engage in research, data analysis, communication,
goal setting, and collaboration about how to develop trust with teachers in their schools
and guide teacher learning to improve practice. Five years after full implementation of
the peer coaching model in 2005, the teacher turnover rate had decreased by 21%.
With each coaching interaction, teachers and coaches hone their skills and
increase their appreciation of the power of and need for high-quality professional
learning that makes a difference for students. Teachers . . . felt the satisfaction of
increasing student achievement with new energy, worthy risks, strategies for
thinking skills, and increased efficacy. (Cross, 2012, p. 41)
Another sustained implementation of a peer coaching model was conducted in
nine Title I elementary schools by Gallimore, Ermeling, Saunders, and Goldenberg
(2009). Grade-level teacher teams engaged in professional learning using a collaborative
inquiry-based protocol to analyze problems of student learning, engage in common
planning and peer observation with feedback, and use evidence from their collective
work to change instructional practices. Data gathered from surveys and observations
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indicated improvements in teacher practice and increases in student learning when
teachers shared the same content, were guided by a trained peer coach, and operated in a
stable school environment with administrator support for the initiative (Gallimore et al.,
2009). In a similar study conducted in elementary schools in Ann Arbor, Michigan,
Sparks and Bruder (1987) concluded that “An entire school, with proper support, can
implement peer coaching that results in greater communication about and
experimentation with teaching techniques” (p. 57).
Peer coaching appears to have a positive impact on collaborative practice and
culture beyond the classroom teacher. Although direct teaching of students is a
secondary responsibility of most school librarians, effective instruction is a job
responsibility; however, librarians often work in isolation with limited formal training in
the art of teaching (Sinkinson, 2011). A study conducted at the University of Colorado in
Boulder in 2009 included eight elementary school librarians who volunteered to
participate in a peer coaching professional development opportunity. After participating
in an initial workshop introducing them to peer coaching and clarifying the role and
expectations of the study, the librarians alternated functioned as inviting teachers and
peer coaches. Inviting teachers allowed the peer coaches to observe their instruction to a
class of students in the library, after a pre-observation meeting, followed by a postobservation meeting to provide opportunity for feedback and reflection; peer coaches
were tasked with collecting data during observation of a fellow librarian teaching about a
specific skill or strategy mutually identified prior to the observation and using probing
questions to encourage reflection in the post-observation meeting. Each participant in the
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study engaged in two observation cycles as a peer coach and two sessions working with a
peer as an inviting teacher. The impact on student learning was not analyzed. Rather,
participants were surveyed about feelings of comfort and confidence in the process. All
participants in the study reported feeling comfortable in their roles as peer coaches, and
62% reported believed they had been successful in offering specific feedback that
encouraged their peers’ professional reflection. However, 25% of the participants
expressed feeling uncomfortable in the role of inviting teacher, and they remained
hesitant to invite others into observe their practice. Long-term impact on teaching or
learning was not analyzed (Sinkinson, 2011).
The pattern demonstrated at the University of Colorado was consistent with that
demonstrated ten years earlier by librarians in a California university. Two faculty
members at California State University explored the discomfort that school librarians
described in their roles as inviting teachers by initiating a peer observation process
themselves (Eisenbach & Curry, 1999). The study participants were careful to
distinguish between observation as a measurement tool for evaluative purposes and
observation as a systematic process to stimulate reflection and professional growth
through the collection of data and sharing of feedback. As a result of their peer coaching
partnership, the university faculty members overcame their initial feelings of
vulnerability, identified elements of their instructional practice to adapt and improve, and
gained confidence and validation as a result of de-privatizing their practice (Eisenbach &
Curry, 1999).
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Peer coaching as a method to improve instructional practice and increase positive
feelings about collaboration among teachers was also studied in exceptional student
education classrooms by researchers at Texas A & M University (Hasbrouck & Christen,
1997). With the increase of inclusion of exceptional education students in regular
education classrooms where teachers have limited training and experience in managing
student behaviors and supporting individual learning needs, consulting teachers have
been used successfully as peer coaches to strengthen teacher practice and improve
learning opportunities for all children. Teachers participating in the study indicated they
believed their teacher effectiveness had improved. They indicated that they wished to
continue working with a peer coach and that they valued the increased opportunity for
professional collaboration. No analysis of impact on student learning was reported
(Hasbrouck & Christen, 1997).
Peer coaching has consistently been found to increase implementation of new
strategies and skills and new curriculum concepts in classrooms of all levels and schools
of varying sizes while adding to teachers’ feelings of self-efficacy, collaboration,
collegiality, and empowerment (Brown, 2010; Bruce & Ross, 2008; Collet, 2012;
Cushman, 2013; Garet et al., 2008, Koch, 2014). Teachers in a K-12 private school who
participated in peer coaching described a transformed professional school culture (Koch,
2014). Preschool teachers were more willing and successful in adopting a new prekindergarten mathematics curriculum when they experienced the support of a peer coach
(Brown, 2010). Middle school teachers from nine schools in Tennessee, supported in
their implementation of new standards and assessments by peer coaches, improved their
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teaching practices in literacy and numeracy. They demonstrated higher levels of selfefficacy, increased their professional self-reflection, and produced a statistically
significant difference in student achievement in mathematics (Cushman, 2013).
Adoption of a new reading program occurred more rapidly when teachers were
supported by peer coaching, following their participation in a professional development
seminar; however, there was no significant difference in student achievement between the
teachers who attended the seminar without coaching and the teachers who were engaged
in the implementation process with a peer coach following the training (Garet et al.,
2008). Though Collet (2012) wrote “Teachers benefit when they are supported in the
process of changing their practices” (p. 27), clear links to improved student achievement
have not yet been established.
An important distinction between coaching and evaluation is another strand found
in the professional literature relevant to peer coaching as an effective professional
learning model. Evaluation plays a critical role in educational organizations. Standards
are established and administrators are trained to observe performance, compare it to the
established standards, and use the comparative data to make important human capital
decisions about employment, salary, and professional advancement opportunities. In
contrast, coaching is about continuous improvement, measuring teachers’ performance
against the established standards and guiding and supporting individual efforts to become
more competent at designated tasks (Tschannen-Moran & Tschannen-Moran, 2011).
Peer Assistance Review (PAR) programs are similar to peer coaching models but
different in key ways. First established in Toledo, Ohio, in the early 1980s, PAR
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programs were found in 41 American states at the time of the present study. These
programs have relied on trained teacher-mentors, much like trained peer coaches, to
observe colleagues and provide specific feedback to improve instructional practice.
However, PAR feedback has served a dual purpose. Although the information provided
to teachers has been intended to support professional growth and development, it has also
been used as evidence in summative evaluations used to make key human capital
decisions (Darling-Hammond, 2013). Darling-Hammond (2013) observed that PAR
programs support growth in teacher leadership, professional learning, and collaboration.
A cornerstone of effective peer coaching models, however, is trust between teachers and
coaches. The work of both peer coaches and peer evaluators depends on a professional
culture where practice is de-privatized and observations are seen as constructive
opportunities to learn and grow. Teachers from Hillsborough County Public Schools,
Florida, and other districts with PAR programs have expressed apprehension about
whether the role of the peer evaluator is to help or to judge (Marietta, 2011). BPCM was
developed and implemented with a concentrated focus on professional growth and
improvement through peer-to-peer collaboration, separate from the summative evaluation
process.
In summary, peer coaching as a professional learning model has been shown to
deepen acquisition and implementation of new knowledge, strategies, and skills in
teaching. School systems that have made the move from good to great and great to
excellent have concentrated efforts on establishing professional cultures that include
coaching, peer-led learning, and collaborative practice (Mourshed, Chijioke, & Barber,
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2010). When coaches spend their time planning lessons with teachers, reviewing student
work samples, observing teachers, and facilitating post-observation feedback sessions
using effective questioning techniques, they become important forces for positive
improvements in teaching and learning (Fullan & Knight, 2011). The present study
sought to validate one school district’s investment of resources in a peer coaching
learning model built on this body of research.

Measures of Teacher Effectiveness
Although research on high quality adult learning to promote professional growth
drove the development of the subject of this study, Brevard Public School’s Peer
Coaching Model (BPCM), the political process drove the implementation of new
standards-based teacher evaluation systems in Florida in 2011-2012. Florida’s
participation in the federal Race to the Top grant program was contingent upon the
development and implementation of research-based, multi-metric evaluation systems for
educators including measurement of student growth and a meaningful observation and
feedback process focused on continuous improvement (U. S. Department of Education,
2009). This requirement was signed into Florida law with Senate Bill 736, also known as
the Student Success Act, mandating that all districts in Florida, even those opting out of
participation in the state’s Race to the Top program, would implement new stateapproved evaluation systems in the 2011-2012 school year (Florida Government, 2011).
The Florida Department of Education (FDOE), tasked with interpretation and
implementation of the new law, designated the Marzano and Danielson evaluation
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frameworks as the approved state models (FDOE, 2011) and provided training and
support for district implementation with Race to the Top dollars. Districts had limited
time to prepare for the obligatory shift in evaluation methods, processes, and procedures.
Similar actions were taken across the United States as states and school districts
scrambled to respond to the federal grant requirements. At the time of this study, new
evaluation systems were the measuring sticks for teacher performance in Florida and in
many states across the country.
Classroom observation has long been a tool used for evaluation of performance in
schools. Strengths of the observation process include an action-orientation that is
contextual. Thus, school and student characteristics are typically factors considered in
the evaluation outcome. However, as noted in the New Teacher Project’s Widget Effect
Study (2009), principals have historically identified the majority of teachers as highly
effective or effective, lacking the tools and the skills to more accurately distinguish levels
of teacher performance using traditional observation and evaluation methods. Known
limitations include (a) observer bias; (b) limited evidence of consistency in performance
if the evaluative observation is a once-a-year, 20-minute episode; and (c) a lack of clear
criteria, descriptors, and shared understanding of what represents effective instructional
practice (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). The development and
implementation of new observation tools and evaluation models aim for improved
validity and reliability of the teacher evaluation process.

45

Observation Using the Danielson and Marzano Evaluation Models
Danielson first published her Framework for Teaching in 1996, but the second
edition, published in 2007, has been the focus of implementation efforts in some districts
in Florida and in other states (Danielson, 2007). Danielson (2007) has cited several
purposes for use of the framework. These include providing a guide for novice teachers,
supporting veteran teachers in reflection and collaboration about instructional practice,
and providing a structure for both teachers and administrators to focus improvement
efforts. The framework recognizes the complexity of teaching, the comprehensive nature
of the job, and the work required before an effective lesson is delivered. The framework
includes four domains: (a) planning and preparation, (b) the classroom environment, (c)
instruction, and (d) professional responsibilities (Danielson, 2007, p. 22). The domains
are further categorized into 22 components and 76 elements, thereby organizing teaching
tasks into a structure that can be used by supervisors, coaches, or teachers to analyze
instructional practice for the purposes of formative observation and feedback and
summative evaluation.
Danielson’s observation framework was evaluated for validity and reliability in
the Met Project, Gathering Effective Feedback (2012). Researchers found a positive
relationship between teacher observation scores and student achievement in reading and
mathematics resulting from trained use of the Danielson frameworks. The researchers
further found that reliability improved with short, frequent observations conducted by
multiple observers. According to Griffin (2013), Danielson emphasized the role of
school culture in effective implementation of her evaluation model:
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Site administrators as instructional leaders must appreciate the role of school
culture, a professional culture, a culture of professional inquiry. They must define
teaching as not just what you do with your kids for six hours a day but also about
building a professional culture in which everybody is still learning. (Griffin,
2013, p. 29)
Griffin also observed that Danielson further highlighted the framework’s intentional
effort to increase and improve professional conversation between principals and teachers
around the shared understanding of what represents effective teacher practice (Griffin,
2013.
Marzano, Frontier, and Livingston (2011), using the Marzano Art and Science of
Teaching Framework, stated the purpose of supervision very clearly: “The purpose of
supervision should be the enhancement of teachers’ pedagogical skills, with the ultimate
goal of enhancing student achievement” (p. 2). Like Danielson, Marzano et al. (2011)
identified four domains in the Art and Science Teaching Framework: classroom
strategies and behavior; planning and preparing; reflecting on teaching; and collegiality
and professionalism (p. 4).
This framework is further delineated using a total of 60 elements, 41 of them in
Domain 1 related to classroom strategies and behaviors, organized into nine design
questions and three lesson segments: “routine events, addressing content, and enacted on
the spot” (Marzano Art and Science of Teaching Framework, 2011, p. 1). Unique to
Marzano’s framework is the explanation of the relationship among the domains.
According to Marzano et al. (2011), the elements of Classroom Strategies and Behaviors,
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Domain 1, have a direct impact on student achievement. The activities described in
Planning and Preparing, Domain 2, directly impact what happens in the classroom, and
the tasks in Reflecting on Teaching, Domain 3, directly impact the effectiveness of the
planning and preparation process. The activities described in Domain 4, Collegiality and
Professionalism, do not have a direct impact on student achievement but represent the
context of the teaching act (pp. 5-6). Dufour and Marzano (2009) emphasized a shift in
focus from supervision to capacity building for principals regarding formal teacher
evaluation, and they further emphasized the critical role of building collaborative teams
of teachers examining student learning and the impact of teacher practice on student
achievement, elements of teaching specifically addressed in Marzano’s Domain 4.
Coulter (2013) conducted a small qualitative study in Washington State analyzing
teacher and administrator perspectives about the three state-approved teacher appraisal
systems (Danielson, Marzano, and CEL 5D+) in the state of Washington. Six teachers
and six principals from six school districts were interviewed, and responses of principals
and teachers were similar across the three instructional frameworks. Respondents found
the evaluation tools helpful in encouraging professional development in teachers but too
time-consuming to be used within the current school structures. Respondents also
questioned the ability of principals to fairly evaluate teachers using the new tools.
Sartain, Stoelinga, and Brown (2011) conducted a two-year study in Chicago on
implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching, concluding that though the
new evaluation system was an improvement over the previous model, there was a lack of
capacity for coaching and feedback and a lack of consistent support and buy-in from
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school administrators. The researchers found that the classroom observation scores were
predictive of student achievement and that principals and teachers were engaged in more
collaborative conversations about improving instructional practice, but consistency across
schools presented a challenge.
Maslow and Kelley (2012) conducted a study on the implementation of the
Danielson evaluation framework in four Midwest high schools with large, diverse student
populations. Through interviews with teachers and principals, the researchers concluded
that the ability of school leaders to manage the safety of the school environment through
effective student discipline procedures significantly impacted the implementation of the
new evaluation tools. In two of the four schools studied, school leadership team
members assigned management of student conduct a higher priority than teacher
observation and feedback and reported often resorting to crisis management. As a result,
the Danielson evaluation framework was not an effective tool for improving teacher or
student performance. Time that must be dedicated to observation and feedback for
effective use of the Danielson frameworks was instead spent on managing the safety and
security of the school environment. In the other two schools, a collaborative professional
culture was previously established that supported the dedication of time for consistent,
systemic use of observation and evaluation to provide meaningful feedback to teachers
with a focus on professional growth. The authors concluded:
Under the right conditions, evaluation can provide meaningful formative
feedback to individual teachers and useful data to inform human resource
management and school improvement. The ‘right conditions’ include an
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underlying organizational culture focused on advancing student learning, a
shared belief that effective teaching can produce high levels of learning
for all students, a collaborative professional environment that promotes
conversations about teaching and learning, and a safe and orderly school
environment so that adults can focus on improving teaching and learning
rather than being overwhelmed by student safety and discipline issues
(Maslow & Kelly, 2012, p. 628).
A team from the RAND Corporation and the American Institutes for Research
(AIR), supported by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, examined year one
implementation of the Danielson and Marzano frameworks in the following four sites:
Hillsborough County Public Schools in Florida, Memphis City Schools in Tennessee,
Pittsburgh Public Schools in Pennsylvania, and The College-Ready Promise charter
schools in California (Stecher, Garet, Holtzman, & Hamilton, 2012). The researchers
distributed surveys to 4,444 teachers (81% response) and 1,193 school leaders (76%
response) regarding their perceptions of the implementation of the new evaluation
systems. Overall, teachers and school administrators reported benefits from the change,
including a more clear understanding of what was being observed, a recognition that
observers were trained and qualified, and an acknowledgement that feedback from
observations was useful in identifying areas and strategies for improvement in teaching
practice. Teachers and administrators complimented the specificity of the observation
frameworks and the development of a common language about effective teaching.
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However, concerns were raised by respondents from both groups of stakeholders
and at all four sites about the amount of time required to engage fully in the new
evaluation process, the inter-rater reliability and consistency across observers and
schools, and the increased stress experienced as a result of the new system. There was
less consistency in the survey results regarding the influence of the observation and
evaluation process on professional development in year one of the project. Over 75% of
school administrators reported a clear link between teacher evaluation and their
opportunities for professional development. Responses from teachers varied from 25% to
45% across the four sites in the study regarding a clear relationship between their
evaluation results and their professional learning opportunities. Both groups reported an
increase in collegiality and collaboration among teachers and between school
administrators and teachers, but the increased workload had generated increased pressure
and tension.
Gallagher-Fishbaugh (2011), while President of the Utah Education Association,
provided anecdotal data regarding the effective implementation of a teacher evaluation
system focused on improving schools based on the research of Danielson and Marzano in
the Granite School District in Utah. The school district defined improvement of every
teacher as the project’s primary goal. After a school observation, the author identified the
following key elements contributing to the program’s success and the improved
relationships between teachers and administrators at the school and district level: (a) the
training, time and support given to principals; (b) the reliability of the observation data;
(c) the immediate feedback given to teachers; (d) a school culture accustomed to frequent
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formal and informal observations; (e) district specialists to help improve teaching
practice; and (f) the collaborative partnership between the teachers’ association and
district administration in facilitating the evaluation process.
Scanella & McCarthy (2014) examined implementation of a new evaluation
system similar to those of Danielson and Marzano in Red Bank Borough Schools, New
Jersey. The superintendent shared that the research-based model had added to the
professional growth and development of everyone involved, resulting in an improved
professional culture across the district, but not without paradigm shifts. Establishment of
a strong evaluation advisory committee with stakeholders from all representative groups
helped to develop clear pathways for communication and increased trust between
teachers and administrators, and comprehensive training provided to both teachers and
administrators created shared understanding of the instructional frameworks and the
district’s focus on building teacher capacity. Successful implementation required
ongoing problem-solving, adaptations in resource allocation, and mutual accountability
for the program’s success.
Mielke & Frontier (2012) emphasized the importance of keeping professional
growth and improvement in practice at the forefront in the implementation of new
evaluation systems, basing their work on self-assessment with teams of teachers in
districts using either the Marzano or Danielson models. The authors concluded that the
frameworks, when implemented with fidelity, empower teachers, serving as tools for
them to use in deliberate efforts to improve their instructional practice. The authors
found that in effective implementation both administrators and teachers viewed the
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frameworks as supportive of a formative evaluation process. Effective implementation
also required school cultures that regarded a teacher’s need for improvement as an
opportunity for professional growth.
Brevard Public Schools teachers and administrators have been surveyed annually
regarding implementation of the school district’s evaluation system which is a hybrid
model built on the research base of the Marzano (2007) and Danielson (2007)
frameworks. Annual climate survey results related to implementation of the evaluation
system from 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014, are reported in Appendix B. These
surveys have been conducted in the spring of each year by Brevard Public Schools as a
part of the strategic planning process. Overall, teachers and principals responded
favorably to questions about more frequent and more specific professional conversations
about the improvement of teaching and learning. Responses were mixed in regard to the
functionality of the teacher appraisal system to consistently and reliably evaluate and
improve teacher effectiveness. Teachers also reported increased professional dialogue
with peers about the art of teaching but were unconvinced that these conversations would
result in improvements in teaching and/or increases in student achievement (J. Respess,
personal communication, May 16, 2014).
In summary, relatively new, research-based evaluation tools from Marzano (2007)
and Danielson (2007) have provided teachers and instructional leaders with a common
language to guide conversations about high quality teaching and learning in many school
districts in the United States. Such interaction has been spurred by the mandates in the
federal Race to the Top initiative (U. S. Department of Education, 2009) as well as
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changes which followed in state legislation, e.g., Florida Statute 1012.34 (2012). These
evaluation systems were designed to have the dual purpose of (a) encouraging and
promoting improvement in teacher practice and (b) providing tools to consistently and
reliably distinguish between levels of performance in order to make sound human capital
decisions (Marzano, 2012). Hall (2013) noted positive results reported in the literature
thus far included increased professional dialogue about instructional practice among
teachers and between teachers and administrators and more clarity about what constitutes
effective teaching. However, implementation of the required changes has been
inconsistent and the challenge has been to determine a statistically significant impact on
teacher practice or student achievement. The present study was designed to examine the
impact of (a) a professional learning model, BPCM, on professional practice measured
using evaluation tools built on the Marzano (2007) and Danielson (2007) frameworks,
and (b) the impact, if any, on student performance.

The Value-added Approach
Although administrator observations have historically been the primary source of
teacher evaluation data, and data have been able to be improved by the standards-based
observation frameworks of Marzano (2007) and Danielson (2007), accountability for
student performance has continued to be a significant policy concern. With Race to the
Top (U. S. Department of Education, 2009) and subsequent changes in state legislation,
including Florida State Statute, 1012.34 (2012), student achievement now constitutes
50% of overall teacher and principal evaluation scores in Florida, as measured by the

54

state’s value-added model (Florida Department of Education, 2011). The goal of a valueadded formula is to distinguish the impact of non-school characteristics that affect student
learning, e.g., family demographics, student factors, and peer influence, from school and
teacher effects on student growth. As defined by the Institute of Education Sciences,
“Value-added is the difference between expected and actual growth, used to measure
changes in performance attributable to teacher, classroom, or school effects” (Growth
models, 2012, p. 4). Florida’s model was developed by a team of 27 teachers, school and
district administrators, university professors, business community members, and parents,
supported by experts from the American Institutes for Research (AIR). A covariate
adjustment model accounting for student, classroom, and school characteristics was
chosen and later approved by the Florida State Board of Education. Specific student
characteristics included as factors in the model include:
•

Up to two prior years of achievement scores (the strongest predictor of
student growth)

•

The number of subject-relevant courses in which the student is enrolled

•

Students with Disabilities (SWD) status

•

Gifted status

•

Attendance

•

Mobility (number of transitions)

•

Difference from modal age in grade (as an indicator of retention)
(Florida Department of Education, 2011, p. 14).

55

A unique feature of Florida’s model is its trajectory approach. Predictions about a
student’s projected performance include a factor designed to close the achievement gap
within a three- to four-year period (Growth models, 2012). Other advantages of a valueadded model, according to the Florida Department of Education, include the following:
•

Teachers teach classes of students who enter with different levels of
proficiency and possibly different student characteristics

•

Value-added models ‘level the playing field’ by accounting for differences
in the proficiency and characteristics of students assigned to teachers

•

Value-added models are designed to mitigate the influence of differences
among the entering classes so that schools and teachers do not have
advantages or disadvantages simply as a result of the students who attend
a school or are assigned to a class (Florida Department of Education,
2011, p. 8).

Proponents of value-added models in educator evaluation systems have defended
the long-term impact of teacher effectiveness on a student’s current and future
performance and the historic failure of principals to accurately distinguish between levels
of teacher performance using observation alone (Wesiberg et al., 2009). Chetty,
Friedman, and Rockoff (2012) analyzed over 2.5 million standardized student test records
along with adult outcomes including college acceptance and attendance, teenage birth
rates, earnings, and retirement savings for the same former students. They found that
students consistently assigned to teachers with higher value-added scores were more
likely to attend and complete college, have higher salaries, and contribute more to
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retirement savings. Students assigned to teachers with a standard-deviation increase in
value-added scores demonstrated on average three additional months of learning gains
(Chetty et al., 2012).
Glazerman et al. (2010) expressed the opinion that “Value-added evaluations are
as reliable as those used for high stakes decisions in many other fields” (p. 7). Though
not complete or perfect measures of teacher effectiveness, their correlation with student
performance has been stronger than relationships between teacher experience, teacher
certification, seniority, and observation scores and student learning gains (Glazerman et
al., 2010).
Concerns evident in the research about the use of value-added models in educator
evaluation have centered around variability of results across different measures, the
impact of non-school effects on student learning that may or may not be accounted for in
the value-added model, the lack of random assignment of students to teachers’
classrooms, and the role of standard measurement error in high stakes human capital
decisions (Baker et al., 2010; Baker, Oluwole, & Green, 2013; Harris, 2010; Hershbert &
Robertson-Kraft, 2010; Martineau, 2006; Rothman, 2010; Sparks, 2012). A teacher’s
value-added score has been shown to fluctuate widely from year to year with between
10% and 20% of teachers in the top 20% of performance in one year being in the bottom
20% the following year (Rothman, 2012). Another criticism comes from the changing
nature of assessment. For value-added models to be reliable, there must be a direct
correlation between assessments and student data from year to year, yet with the advent
of common core, standardized tests across the national landscape have experienced
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dramatic changes (Martineau, 2006; Sparks, 2012). Lipscob, Chiang, & Gill (2012)
spoke to the issue of VAM value and fairness:
The value of VAMS depends in significant part on the validity of the underlying
student assessments in capturing what students ought to be learning and the
capacity of the tests to allow VAMs to capture meaningful distinctions in
achievement. . . a VAM’s fairness depends on whether or not the method
successfully removes influences outside the educator’s control (p. iv).
Papay (2011) conducted a comprehensive study analyzing value-added results
from over 25,000 Grades 3-5 student records and over 600 teachers in the Houston
Independent School District and found significant variability in teacher value-added
estimates across different measures. An examination of reading test results from the
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), the state standardized assessment, and the Scholastic
Reading Inventory (SRI) illustrated differences in teacher value-added scores. Some of
the scores would have resulted in a reduction in pay for performance of $2,000 or more
for some teachers initially rated high on one assessment, based on the Houston
Independent School District’s pay for performance plan. Some teachers who scored in
the lowest quartile on one measure would have earned bonuses if the pay for performance
decisions were determined by results from one of the other measures.
Timing of test administration also played a role in the variation in value-added
results. Some growth measures were calculated on a March test administration, and
another set of growth measures was calculated on a May test administration. Finally,
measuring student growth from one school year to the next neglected to consider the
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impact of summer learning loss, known to be more significant for some students than
others. Papay (2011) concluded that although there was a moderately high correlation
between teacher effect and student growth, value-added measures would be most reliable
for use in school and program evaluation and improvement, rather than for high-stakes
human capital decisions such as teacher retention and pay for performance.
Kupermintz’s 2003 review of the Tennessee Value-added Assessment System
(TVAAS) raised similar concerns about the validity of using value-added estimates of
teacher performance for high stakes human capital decisions. Although the business
model of accountability for measuring school and teacher performance has strong appeal
in the contemporary world, isolating student learning gains and attributing them directly
to schools and teachers without taking into account the multitude of other variables that
impact student growth raises questions of fairness and equity. TVAAS has been used to
rank teachers within school systems, based on student performance, ignoring the
variability in performance between systems. Teachers rated low in a high performing
school system could be rated high in a lower performing system; the reverse was also
true. In addition, the number of student results used to calculate a teacher’s value-added
score determined the overall validity. Kuppermintz found that measurement error played
a significant role if a teacher had less than three years of student performance data to use
in the calculation, and teachers in schools with a high rate of mobility and teachers
assigned to smaller classes had a greater likelihood of having a score closer to the mean.
Though a low performing teacher may potentially benefit from this regression, a high
performing teacher’s actual performance may not be evident in the final result. TVAAS
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accounts for student aptitude, motivation, and demographic effects by using prior year
test performance as a factor in the value-added formula. There have been, however,
differentiated results in schools with low free and reduced lunch rates where the average
gain was 103% compared to schools with high rates of students receiving free and
reduced lunch where the average gain was 95%. Kuppermintz concluded that
approximately one-third of the teachers deserving recognition for outstanding
performance could be excluded due to factors known to impact student learning beyond
the teacher’s control.
Hill, Capitula, and Umland (2010) conducted a study comparing value-added
measures for a sample of middle school mathematics teachers from a midsized district
with a diverse student population in the southwestern United States to evidence gathered
from standards-based formal observations, in-depth interviews, and surveys related to
content knowledge and pedagogy. They found a moderate correlation between student
growth measures of teacher performance and other measures of teacher quality. High
performing teachers were rated consistently on both student growth measures and
observations; however, seven of eight teachers rated in need of improvement on a formal
observation tool had relatively high value-added results. An examination beyond the data
found that students appeared to have benefited from participation in after-school tutoring
and in-school test preparation sessions. Special education teachers were consistently
rated low in value-added results, and teachers in schools with more affluent student
populations or those working with gifted students earned higher average value-added
results, even when prior year test performance and other student characteristics were
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included in the value-added formula. Though value-added scores were determined
insufficient as a single measure to improve teacher quality or identify teachers for either
performance pay or removal, they were considered to be a valuable tool when used in
combination with a high quality observational tool (Hill et al., 2010).
Other researchers have found weak to moderate correlation between administrator
evaluation of teachers using classroom observation tools and value-added results.
Analysis of results from Brevard Public Schools teacher evaluation results in 2011-2012,
the first year of implementation of a teacher appraisal system, indicated a weak
correlation coefficient of .209 (Mela, 2013). A similar analysis of teacher evaluation
results from a larger urban school district in central Florida yielded a moderate
correlation coefficient of .50 for middle school reading teachers and .47 for high school
reading teachers (Fritz, 2014). In an older study, which combined both quantitative
analysis of observation and value-added scores with confidential principal interviews
regarding administrator impression of teacher effectiveness from 30 schools in a midsized Florida school district, weak correlation coefficients of .276 for mathematics and
.168 for reading were found when overall principal evaluation and value-added measures
were compared for each teacher (Harris, Ingle, & Rutledge, 2014). The authors found
that personal characteristics of teachers, including strong communication skills, ability to
work with others, and caring, played a significant role in how principals judged teacher
performance. Kimball and Milanowski (2009) also found considerable variation between
districts and schools in the relationship between observation ratings and value-added
results. They questioned the reliability of using evaluation scores and student
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achievement results to make data-driven decisions about professional development or
human capital management. Finally, it was determined in an analysis of the use of valueadded results in teacher effectiveness rankings for teachers in the Los Angeles Unified
School District sponsored by the National Education Policy Center, and originally
published in the Los Angeles Times, that there were significant issues with false positives
and negatives in scores of between 14% and 22% of the teachers included in the study
(Briggs & Domingue, 2011). However, though significant questions were raised about
the accuracy of the value-added ratings for individual teachers, it was concluded that the
formula used in Los Angeles provided useful information for district and school analysis
and represented an improvement over evaluation systems that relied on observation only
without some incorporation of student achievement outcomes in measuring teacher
performance.
In summary, evaluation of teacher performance is a complex task and an
important one in the eyes of the public. There are issues to consider when incorporating
value-added results in teacher, school, and district evaluation, but to ignore student
outcomes neglects critical elements of educator effectiveness. To mitigate the potential
misuse of value-added measures, researchers have recommended a balanced approach to
educator evaluation, using multiple sources of data to evaluate teacher effectiveness.
Valid and reliable value-added models use two to three years of student performance
data, use all available student data, including students with incomplete records, consider
the effects from multiple teachers into an individual student’s learning, and use
assessments that are aligned to the standards. In addition, evaluation systems should
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clearly specify standards for effective teaching, use valid and reliable tools, and provide
sufficient training for teachers and evaluators to understand and use the system with
fidelity (Hershbert & Roberston-Kraft, 2010).

Summary
Ideally, professional learning and teacher evaluation are closely aligned with the
shared purpose of improving instructional practice to increase student achievement.
Much professional development in schools has not been guided by the research
advocating the importance of a longer duration with collaboration and support for
implementation built into the design, and teacher evaluation has been hampered by
observations characterized by non-specific feedback and limited distinction between
levels of performance. Changes in recent years show promise for improvements in the
design of professional learning. These changes include implementation of standardsbased evaluation systems and observation frameworks that clearly define effective
teaching as well as the measurement of student achievement using value-added models
that incorporate factors beyond the control of teachers and schools. The present study
was conducted to evaluate the impact of a professional learning model built on the
current research, BPCM, on professional practice and student growth. The findings of
prior researchers described in this review of the literature were used to guide the
investigation.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The Florida Department of Education’s Professional Development System
Evaluation Protocol is based on a system of 65 standards organized around four strands
based on Learning Forward’s publication, Standards for Staff Learning (2011).
Bergquist (2012) identified evaluation as the weakest in implementation of the protocol’s
four strands in the third cycle of the protocol’s implementation in 2011-2012. Specific
standards in the protocol call for evaluation of professional development activities at the
educator, school, and district levels based on subsequent changes in educator practice and
student outcomes (Standards 1.4.2, 1.4.3, 2.4.2, 2.4.3, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3). Specific results
for Brevard Public Schools in the areas of “implementing” and “follow up” in 2011-2012
earned a mean score 0.5 points lower than scores in the areas of “planning” and
“learning” (Bergquist, 2011). These results informed this study’s purpose and
designated outcome measures. This chapter outlines the methodology used in the study.
It includes descriptions of the research design, the participants, instrumentation, and data
collection and analyses procedures used to address the research questions and test the
study’s hypotheses.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to analyze whether a school district’s significant
investment of time and resources in a two-year peer coaching professional learning model
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resulted in improved instructional practice and increased levels of student achievement as
measured by Florida’s value-added model [VAM] (2013).

Research Design
A quasi-experimental design was chosen for this study in order to determine if
there were statistically significant differences in the educator evaluation scores and the
student achievement results between the study’s sample, those teachers from Brevard
Public Schools who participated consistently in the peer coaching training (BPCM); and
the population, all teachers from Brevard Public Schools who earned professional
practices and VAM scores during the course of the study but did not participate in
BPCM. In addition, the study was conducted to determine if a significant difference
existed in the evaluation scores and student achievement results of BPCM teachers prior
to the training, at the end of year one of the training, and at the end of year two of the
training. The focus was on comparing (a) 2011-2012 results, prior to BPCM training and
in the first year of the evaluation, with (b) 2012-2013 results, after the first year of BPCM
training and in the second year of the evaluation system’s implementation, and (c) 20132014 results, after two years of BPCM training and in the third year of the evaluation
system’s implementation.

Population
The participants for BPCM were selected by their principals to attend the initial
training developed and provided by the BPS Office of Leadership and Learning in the
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summer of 2012. Candidates were required to have highly effective annual evaluations in
the 2011-2012 school year and to have completed the state-approved Clinical Educator
Training (CET) in advance. Candidates were also required to complete the full three
days of initial BPCM training to be considered a peer coach at their schools. The original
training group included 285 participants who had an average experience level of 13.75
years. Two days of follow-up training were provided, one day each semester, during
2012-2013. Two additional days of training were offered in the summer of 2013, and
two more days of follow-up training continued in the 2013-2014 school year. To remain
in the study’s sample for data collection and analysis, teachers must have attended a
minimum of six of the nine days of BPCM training offered in 2012-2014. As a result of
subject mortality and the researcher’s assumption that peer coaches would use the full
two-year training regimen in order to demonstrate changes in practice and improved
student outcomes, the study sample size was reduced to 174 participants. Although
reliance on a convenience sample limited the study’s generalizability, the study’s sample
was very similar in demographics and experience to the 2011-2012 population of teachers
in Brevard Public Schools. The study sample contained a larger percentage of
elementary school teachers (70%) than represented in the population (57%), reflecting the
school district’s structure of smaller, more numerous elementary schools compared to
secondary middle and high schools. Every school participating in the study was invited
to send three participants to the initial BPCM training, producing the skew in teacher
participation by school level. Table 2 contains the complete demographics for the study
sample and the population.
66

Table 2
Comparison of Study's Sample and Population Demographics
Sample
Descriptors

Population

Size

f
174

%
4.8

f
3,435

%
95.2

Gender
Female
Male

156
18

90.0
10.0

2,851
584

83.0
17.0

Race
White
Black
Hispanic

161
6
7

92.0
4.0
4.0

3,091
171
173

90.0
4.9
5.1

Average Years of
Experience
Level
Elementary
Middle
High

13.3

121
24
29

70.0
14.0
16.0

11.2

1,958
515
962

57.0
15.0
28.0

Method of Data Collection
The 2011-2012 school year represented the initial year of a new evaluation system
in Brevard Public Schools, as required by FL Senate Bill 736, known as the Student
Success Act (2011), and Florida’s participation in the nationally funded Race to the Top
initiative (U. S. Department of Education, 2010). As a result of these measures, teacher
evaluation was required to be multi-metric, including both evaluation of professional
practice by trained administrators based on the Florida Educator Accomplished Practices
(FEAPs) and student achievement outcomes on Florida’s standardized assessment, the
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Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), as measured by the state’s value-added
model (VAM).
Approval to conduct the study was sought from the Institutional Review Board at
the University of Central Florida (Appendix C). Approval for the researcher’s collection
of summary data for the study’s population and individual data for the study’s sample
was obtained from the Brevard Public Schools Office of Accountability, Testing and
Evaluation (Appendix D). Quantitative data representing evaluation scores and VAM
results, as well as demographic data for the population and members of the convenience
sample for 2011-2012, 2012-13, and 2013-2014, were obtained with cooperation from the
school district’s Division of Human Resources. These data were compiled in Microsoft
Excel and imported for analysis into the software program, the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS).
The professional practices evaluation data was collected from administrators and
reviewed with teachers using the BPS Instructional Personnel Evaluation Instrument
(Appendix E). These data were stored in an electronic database for school district
analysis and required state reporting. Aggregated VAM scores for teachers and schools
were reported annually by the Florida Department of Education and incorporated into the
school district database for similar analysis and reporting.

Instrumentation
Brevard Public Schools developed and implemented its Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System (IPPAS) in 2011-2012 (Brevard Public Schools, 2011).
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A primary component of the system included the evaluation of an educator’s professional
practices by a trained administrator, across seven dimensions of the Florida Educators
Accomplished Practices (2010) based on the extensive research on effective classroom
practice of Danielson (2006, 2007), Marzano (2007), Marzano, Marzano, & Pickering
(2003), and Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001). The seven dimensions are
identified in Appendix F, and rubrics further defining each dimension are found in
Appendix G. Levels of performance for each element are defined across the following 4point Likert-type scale:
A. Distinguished (3 points): Indicates performance that consistently exceeds the
requirements of the position and the level of performance commensurate with the
experience of the teacher.
B. Proficient (2 points): Indicates performance that consistently meets the
requirements of the position and the level of performance commensurate with the
experience of the teacher.
C. Developing or Professional Support Needed (1 point): Indicates
performance that requires additional attention to ensure an accepted level of
proficiency. Further, this performance is not characteristic of the requirements for
the position and experience of the teacher.
D. Unsatisfactory (0 points): Indicates performance that does not meet the
minimum requirements of the position and the level of performance
commensurate with the experience of the teacher (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
p. 2).
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Administrators collect formative observation data and other pieces of evidence of
a teacher’s level of performance across the seven dimensions through classroom walkthroughs, informal observations, formal observations, professional learning community
participation, peer observations, parent conferences, and other professional activities.
The evaluation process concludes with an administrator’s summative evaluation using the
BPS Instructional Personnel Evaluation Instrument (Appendix E). Points are assigned for
each element in a dimension, summed, and averaged to achieve a mean score for each
dimension. Mean scores for each dimension are then added to represent a teacher’s total
Evaluation of Professional Practices score with a potential value of up to 21 points in the
summative evaluation rating.
Because 2011-2012 represented the initial year of implementation of the new
evaluation system, and no field-testing was conducted in advance of implementation,
validity of the instrument has yet to be fully determined. The validity is dependent upon
the research base. A study following the first year of implementation of IPPAS revealed
a weak correlation (.231) between the Evaluation of Professional Practices total scores
and VAM scores for the population of BPS teachers in Grades 4-10 teaching FCATassessed content (Mela, 2013).
Consistency across administrators in use of the study’s instrumentation, or interrater reliability, in the evaluation of professional practices is a second key consideration.
Appraisal systems developed with specific guidelines and clear definitions improve interrater reliability, as does extensive training for raters (Holland, 2011; Thornton, 2012).
The rubric design of IPPAS was intended to provide clear guidelines and definitions of
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distinguished levels of educator performance, and additional actions were taken by the
BPS Office of Leadership and Learning under the leadership of Dr. Jane Respess to
continuously improve the skills of administrators to accurately and consistently evaluate
teacher practice. Specifically, according to Respess, multiple trainings included: (a) an
initial overview of the appraisal process for both administrators and teachers in the
summer of 2011; (b) observation training, scoring practice, and observer certification in
the fall of 2011 for all principals and assistant principals; (c) ongoing training for teachers
in analyzing the observation rubrics; and (d) recertification for all principals and assistant
principals using classroom videos to practice and certify reliable scoring in the summer
of 2013. New administrators have been provided training and must pass a certification
test (scoring of a classroom video) with a 75% level of accuracy before they are
permitted to observe and evaluate teacher practice. Ongoing inter-rater reliability
training using calibrated classroom videos at monthly leadership team meetings has been
provided for all observers. During the 2013-2014 school year, instructional rounds for
principals and assistant principals, guided by trained lead observers, were added to the
training regimen to further strengthen inter-rater reliability in the observation and
evaluation process (J. Respess, personal communication, March 24, 2014).
A second critical component of teacher evaluation for the purposes of this study
consisted of student achievement outcomes, as measured by Florida’s Value-added
Growth Measure (VAM). The state-approved teacher evaluation system for educators
from Brevard Public Schools indicated the school district’s intention to fully comply with
both Race to the Top requirements and the legal mandates in the Student Success Act
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(2011), specifically s.1012.34(3), F.S., which required school district plans to utilize
“indicators of student learning growth assessed annually and measured by statewide
assessment” (para.7) in teacher evaluation results. Rather than relying on a strict
proficiency-based model, which obviously held potential disadvantages for schools with
more challenging student populations, Florida appointed a Student Growth
Implementation Committee (SGIC) in 2010, comprised of 27 teachers, parents, business
members, and school and district administrators. This group was assigned to work with
the American Institutes for Research (AIR) to develop and guide implementation of a
valid and reliable value-added formula for use in Florida to measure the impact of an
individual teacher on student learning (Florida Department of Education, 2011b).
The model recommended by the SGIC and later approved by Florida’s
Commissioner of Education was a covariate model that incorporates weighted criteria of
variables impacting student performance. These include: two years of student
performance on the state’s standardized assessment test (FCAT), student attendance,
student mobility, class size, and student status as gifted, student with disability, or
English language learner (Florida’s value-added model, 2013). The Institute of
Education Sciences (IES) Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems [SLDS] (July 2012)
examined Florida’s VAM formula and commented on its trajectory approach. In this
approach, the model not only recognizes and rewards growth in student performance
above a predicted score, but it particularly rewards growth that is on target to close the
achievement gap in a three to four year period (Growth Models, 2012). Using Florida’s
covariate approach that considers characteristics of the student, the classroom, and the
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school (Florida’s value-added model, 2013), a positive VAM score represents aggregate
student performance above what was predicted; A negative VAM score represents
aggregate student performance lower than what was predicted,
According to an analyst in the BPS Office of Accountability, Testing, and
Evaluation, the department carefully analyzed 2010-2011 VAM data received from the
U. S. Department of Education using frequency distribution to develop fair and reliable
conversion tables in order to assign points for levels of student performance in the teacher
evaluation system (J. Carr, personal communication, March 24, 2014). However, for the
purposes of this study, the researcher relied on the three-year aggregated VAM
(mathematics and reading) scores received directly from the Florida Department of
Education, validated by the American Institutes for Research, to calculate differences in
results over the length of the study. Three types of VAM scores were considered: TAV,
SAV, and NFTAV. Teachers of students in Grades 4-10 assigned to reading/language
arts and/or mathematics earned the aggregated VAM scores for their assigned students
(TAV). Teachers of students in Grades K-3 and 11-12 earned the aggregated VAM
scores for all students in their assigned schools (SAV). Teachers of students in Grades 410 assigned to content other than reading/language arts and/or mathematics earned the
aggregated VAM scores for their assigned students (NFTAV). Teachers with less than
two years of student data also earned the school aggregated VAM (SAV) to limit the
potential impact of standard error in the calculation. Table 3 reflects the distribution of
VAM types in both the sample and the population.
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Table 3
Distribution of Value-added Model (VAM) Types in Study's Sample and Population
Value-added Scores

Sample

Population

Teacher (TAV)

46.6%

28.5%

School (SAV)

37.9%

36.3%

Non-FCAT Teacher (NFTAV)

15.5%

35.2%

Methods of Data Analysis
This study was guided by an interest in determining if a sustained professional
development model, specifically peer coaching, improved instructional practice and
student performance in teacher-participants from Brevard Public Schools. The following
research questions governed the selection of statistical measures and analytical
procedures to be used:
1. To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from the VAM scores of the population of
Brevard Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM?
H01 There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of those
teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from the VAM
scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did not
participate in BPCM.
2. To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from the professional
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practices scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did
not participate in BPCM?
H02: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional
practices scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training
(BPCM) from the professional practices scores of the population of Brevard
Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM.
3. To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at the end of the first
year after initial training, and at the end of the second year after additional
follow-up training?
H03: There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of
those teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from prior
to training, at the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of
the second year after additional follow-up training.
4. To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at
the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of the second year
after additional follow-up training?
H04: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional
practices scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training
(BPCM) from prior to training, at the end of the first year after initial training,
and at the end of the second year after additional follow-up training.
75

Quantitative data for professional practices and student achievement (VAM)
scores were collected, analyzed, and reported for the descriptive statistical measures of
range, mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis for each year of the study (prior
to training-2011-12, after year one of training-2012-2013, and after year two of training2013-2014). The mean and standard deviation of the professional practices and VAM
scores for the sample and the population were compared using an independent samples t
test to determine whether or not there was a significant difference in the results and to
respond to Research Questions 1 and 2. Although use of a convenience sample limited
the generalizability of this study, the sample of 174 participants met the required size for
use of the independent samples t test to draw reasonable conclusions about significance
when the standard deviation for the population is a known factor (Steinberg, 2011).
Mean results and the standard deviation for the sample were compared to determine if a
statistically significant difference existed using a paired samples t-test and to respond to
Research Questions 3 and 4. The researcher first evaluated differences between baseline
and year one scores, but the primary analysis focused on whether or not there was a
significant difference between baseline and year two results (Lomax, 2007). The
statistical software package, SPSS, was used to perform all of the statistical analyses
associated with the four research questions.

Summary
This chapter further solidified the purpose and methodology used for thiscomparative study, including a restatement of the research questions and null hypotheses.
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A discussion of the research design and a description of the study’s sample and
population were presented. Methods used in quantitative data collection were explained,
and instrumentation used to collect data for the study was identified. A rationale for the
methods of data analysis chosen to report results, draw conclusions, and make
recommendations for future study were also provided. The following chapter is
dedicated to the reporting of the study’s results.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to analyze whether one public school district’s
investment in professional learning for peer coaches, Brevard’s Peer Coaching Model
(BPCM), resulted in improved instructional practice for the participants and their peers
and increased levels of student achievement as measured by Florida’s value-added model,
VAM. Three years of data were analyzed as follows: (a) professional practices
evaluation results as measured by Brevard Public Schools’ Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System (IPPAS); and (b) aggregated value-added scores as
determined using Florida’s value-added model, using appropriate statistical measures
based on the number of study participants and distribution of the data. Independent
samples t tests and the paired samples t tests were used to compare scores of BPS
teachers in the study’s sample and population. To minimize bias, the study’s sample and
population were delimited to teachers in Brevard Public Schools with three years of
professional practices and VAM data (2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014). This
chapter provides descriptive statistics for the study’s sample and population followed by
data analysis results for the four research questions which guided this study.

Descriptive Statistics for the Sample and Population
During the 2011-2012 school year, the baseline year for this three-year study,
there were 84 schools operated by the Brevard Public School District which included 56
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elementary schools and 28 middle/high schools. Charter schools, adult education centers,
alternative learning schools, and virtual schools were excluded from the study. The
study’s sample and population were delimited to teachers working in one of the 84
schools who earned a professional practices observation score and a value-added score
during each academic year of the project (2011-2012, 2012-2013, 2013-2014). The
following criteria further delimited the study’s sample: (a) teachers earned a highly
effective evaluation in the previous year, (b) teachers had previously completed Clinical
Educator Training (CET), and (c) teachers completed a minimum of six of the nine days
of BPCM training offered by school district personnel. Teachers who did not meet all
three criteria were excluded from the study. The study’s comparison population was
delimited to teachers from Brevard Public Schools with three years of evaluation data,
professional practices observation scores and student achievement data as measured by
Florida’s aggregated value-added model for each year of the project (2011-2012, 20122013, 2013-2014).
The initial number of teachers who participated in one or more days of BPCM
training was 285; however, over the course of the study, the sample narrowed to 174
teachers. The initial population of Brevard Public School teachers who did not
participate in BPCM training was 4,735; similarly, the population narrowed to 3,435
teachers over the course of the study due to the identified delimitations. The majority of
teachers in the sample and the population were elementary (n = 123, 74%, and n= 1,958,
57%, respectively), reflecting the larger number of elementary schools in the BPS
community. Both the sample and population teachers were primarily female (n = 156,
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90% and n = 2,851, 83%), White (n = 161, 92%, and n= 3,091, 90%), had comparable
years of experience (m =13.25 for teachers in the sample, m = 11.15 for teachers in the
population).
A majority of teachers (46.6%) in the study’s sample earned a TeacherAggregated VAM score (TAV), 37.9% earned a School Value-added score (SAV) and
15.5% earned a Non-FCAT Teacher Value-added score (NFTAV). VAM results for the
population were more evenly distributed across TAV (28.5%), SAV (36.3%), and
NFTAV (35.2%) scores. For both the sample and the population, the teacher-aggregated
VAM score (TAV) is the value-added score earned by teachers assigned to teach
reading/language arts and/or mathematics to students in Grades 4-10. The non-FCAT
teacher value-added score (NFTAV) is the value-added score earned by teachers assigned
to students in Grades 4-10 and to content areas other than reading/language arts and/or
mathematics. The school-aggregated VAM score (SAV) is the value-added scored
earned by teachers assigned to students in Grades K-3 or 11-12 and other instructional
personnel assigned to non-classroom roles. All instructional personnel in Brevard Public
Schools earn a value-added score that represents student performance in reading/language
arts and/or mathematics aggregated over a three-year period to reduce the impact of
measurement error. Figure 1 illustrates the VAM types for the sample and the
population.
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Figure 1. Comparison of Study Sample and Population: Value-added Model Types

Presentation of Data Analysis
The presentation of the analysis of data has been organized around the four
research questions which guided the study. Descriptive statistics are presented in tabular
form and discussed.

Research Question and Hypothesis 1
To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from the VAM scores of the population of
Brevard Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM?
H01 There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of those
teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from the VAM
scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did not participate
in BPCM.
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Value-Added Scores (VAM) represented the difference between students’
expected achievement on a standardized assessment and the actual performance of the
students who shared similar characteristics. When aggregated, the value-added model
represented a teacher’s contribution to the students’ learning. For BPS teachers, VAM
equated to 35 points in the final summative evaluation in the baseline and year one of the
study (2011-2012, 2012-2013), and 45 points in year two (2013-2014) of the study. For
the purposes of the study, the raw VAM scores, rather than the scaled scores, were used
for more precise analysis and comparison. BPS teachers in both the sample and
population of this study earned a TAV (teacher-aggregated VAM), a SAV (schoolaggregated VAM), or a NFTAV (a non-FCAT teacher aggregated VAM), based on three
years of reading and mathematics aggregated data from Florida’s state assessment test,
FCAT, for each year in the study.
From the initial year of this study, 2011-2012, prior to BCPM, through the final
year of the study, 2013-2014, the value-added mean scores improved for both the sample
and the population. The range of value-added scores also narrowed for both teacher
groups. For the 2013-2014 school year, year two of the BPCM implementation and year
three of the study, the sample’s VAM scores ranged from -.67 to 1.13, had a mean of .11
(SD = .24), and a variance of .06. The population’s VAM scores ranged from -1.17 to
1.40 and had a lower mean of .07 (SD = .23) and a variance of .05.
Tables 4 and 5 contain the complete descriptive statistics for the value-added scores of
the sample and population.
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Table 4
Value-added Scores for Sample

Year
2011-2012

Range
5.58

Mean
Statistic
.08

Standard
Deviation
.41

Skewness
-3.93

Kurtosis
48.54

2012-2013

5.61

.08

.43

-3.30

38.15

2013-2014

1.80

.11

.24

1.08

4.71

Table 5
Value-added Scores for Population

Year
2011-2012

Range
3.01

Mean
Statistic
.06

Standard
Deviation
.22

Skewness
.21

Kurtosis
7.73

2012-2013

4.35

.07

.28

.07

6.13

2013-2014

2.56

.07

.23

.65

3.31

An independent samples t test was conducted on the value-added scores to
evaluate whether the mean score of the sample, BPCM participants, was significantly
different than the mean score of the population, non-BPCM teachers in Brevard Public
Schools with three years of aggregated student data. Because the size of the sample and
the population differed, equal variances were not assumed in the analysis of the results.
The 2013-2014 sample’s mean value-added score (M = .11,, SD = .24) was not
significantly greater than the mean value-added score for the population (M = .07, SD =
.24), t(190.075) = -1.669, p = .097, at a 95% confidence level. That is to say, though
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Brevard Public School teachers who participated in the BPCM professional learning
series had higher levels of impact on student learning than teachers who did not
participate in BPCM, as reflected in the average value-added scores, the impact on
student learning was not statistically significant. Table 6 contains complete results of the
independent samples t test.

Table 6
Independent Samples t-Test: Overall Value-added Results of BPCM and non-BPCM
Participants

Descriptor
Non-BPCM
BPCM

Mean
.07

Standard
Deviation
.23

.11

.24

Equal variances
not assumed

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

-1.669

190.075

.097

Note. BPCM = Brevard Peer Coaching Model

Further examinations of the data were conducted using independent t tests on the
2013-2014 value-added scores, separated by VAM type (TAV, SAV, and NFTAV). The
difference in results between BPCM and non-BPCM participants using the teacheraggregated VAM formula (TAV) remained insignificant (t(93.679) = -.447, p = .097, at a
95% confidence level. The same held true for the NFTAV participants in the study
(t(27.362) = -.046, p = .964, at a 95% confidence level). In contrast, the difference
between school-aggregated VAM scores between teachers in the sample with BPCM
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training and teachers in the population without BPCM training was significant (t(84.340)
= -4.125, p = .000, at a 95% confidence level). However, though the mean VAM score
for BPCM teachers was higher than the mean VAM score for non-BPCM teachers in all
three categories, the difference was insignificant except for teachers earning schoolaggregated VAM scores (SAV). Because analysis of scores for two of the three VAM
types produced less than statistically significant results, and the difference between mean
scores of the population and sample for all VAM types was also not statistically
significant, the null hypothesis was accepted. Tables 7, 8, and 9 present the complete
results of the analysis.

Table 7
Independent Samples t-Test: Value-added Results for BPCM and non-BPCM Teacher
Value-added Scores (TAV)

Descriptor
Non BPCM
BPCM

Mean
.08

Standard.
Deviation
.32

.10

.32

Equal variances
not assumed
Note. BPCM = Brevard Peer Coaching Model
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t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

-.447

93.679

.097

Table 8
Independent Samples t-Test: Value-added Results for BPCM and non-BPCM Non-FCAT
Teacher Value-added Scores (NFTAV)

Descriptor
Not BPCM
BPCM

Mean
.07

Standard
Deviation
.22

.07

.20

Equal variances
not assumed

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

-.046

27.362

.964

Note. BPCM = Brevard Peer Coaching Model

Table 9
Independent Samples t-Test: Value-added Results for BPCM and non-BPCM School
Value-added Scores (SAV)

Descriptor
Non BPCM
BPCM

Mean
.08

Standard
Deviation
.15

.13

.09

Equal variances
not assumed

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

-4.125

84.349

.000

Note. BPCM = Brevard Peer Coaching Model

Further examinations of the data were conducted, removing outlier scores, to
confirm appropriate use of the independent samples t-test with slightly skewed data and
size differences between the sample and the population. Three scores were removed
from the BPCM sample 2013-2014 data set, one score less than -.5 and two scores greater
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than 1.01. A total of 13 scores were removed from the non-BPCM population’s 20132014 data set, using the same parameters of < -0.5 and > 1.01. The difference in mean
VAM scores between BPCM and Not BPCM teachers remained insignificant (t(190.32)
= 1.660, p = .099, at the 95% confidence interval). Because this was a client-based study
and no significant difference was observed in the results when comparing all scores to
scores with outliers removed, no VAM scores were removed from further analysis in the
study.

Research Question and Hypothesis 2
To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from the professional
practices scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did not
participate in BPCM?
H02: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional practices
scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from
the professional practices scores of the population of Brevard Public School
teachers who did not participate in BPCM.
The professional practices scores of this study’s sample and population
represented the summative rating assigned to teachers by a supervising administrator
(principals, assistant principal, or director). The IPPAS rubrics were used to differentiate
Distinguished, Proficient, Professional Support Needed, and Unsatisfactory levels of
performance in formal and informal classroom observations. The professional practices
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score reflected a teacher’s level of performance on seven instructional dimensions
(Instructional Design and Lesson Planning, Learning Environment, Instructional Delivery
and Facilitation, Assessment, Professional Responsibilities and Ethical Conduct,
Relationships with Students, and Relations with Parents and Community), and a teacher’s
rating (Distinguished, Proficient, Professional Support Needed, or Unsatisfactory). Each
dimension contributed up to three points toward the total possible (21 of 100) for the
professional practices component of the teacher’s final summative evaluation.
The professional practices mean scores improved for both the sample and the
population between years one and two of the study, after the initial BPCM training and
implementation. However, in the final year of the study, 2013-2014, the professional
practices mean scores showed a slight decrease for both the sample and the population.
For the 2013-2014 school year, year two of the BPCM implementation and year three of
the study, the sample’s professional practices scores ranged from 13.00 to 21.00 and had
a mean of 19.73 (SD = .1.28) and a variance of 1.64. The population’s professional
practices scores ranged from 5.47 to 21.00 and had a lower mean (M = 18.82, SD = 1.84)
with a variance of 3.42. Tables 10 and 11 contain the complete descriptive statistics for
the sample and population’s professional practices scores.
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Table 10
Professional Practices Scores for Sample

Year
2011-2012

Range
6.10

Mean
Statistic
19.37

Standard
Deviation
1.25

Skewness
-1.18

Kurtosis
1.57

2012-2013

7.00

19.79

1.25

-1.93

4.81

2013-2014

8.00

19.73

1.28

-2.13

6.40

Table 11
Professional Practices Scores for Population

Year
2011-2012

Range
14.88

Mean
Statistic
18.22

Standard
Deviation
1.84

Skewness
-.63

Kurtosis
.19

2012-2013

12.32

18.83

1.82

-1.13

1.20

2013-2014

15.53

18.82

1.85

-1.55

3.92

An independent samples t test was conducted on the professional practices scores
to evaluate whether the mean of the sample, BPCM participants, was significantly
different than the mean score of the population, non-BPCM teachers in Brevard Public
Schools with three years of performance data. Because the size of the sample and the
population differed, equal variances were not assumed in the analysis of the results.
The 2013-2014 sample’s mean professional practices score of 19.73 (SD = 1.28)
was significantly greater than the mean professional practices score for the population (M
= 18.82, SD = 1.85), t(211.497) = -8.884, p = .000, with a 95% confidence level. Over
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the course of the study, BPS teachers who participated in BPCM demonstrated
significantly stronger results in professional practices observation scores than their
colleagues who did not participate in BPCM. Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected.
Table 12 contains the complete results of the independent samples t test.

Table 12
Independent Samples t-Test, Overall Professional Practices Results for BPCM and NonBPCM Participants

Descriptor
Non BPCM

Mean
18.82

Standard
Deviation
1.90

BPCM

19.73

1.28

Equal variances
not assumed

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

-8.884

211.497

.000

Note. BPCM = Brevard Peer Coaching Model

Further examinations of the data were conducted, removing outlier scores, to
confirm appropriate use of the independent samples t test with slightly skewed data and
unequal populations. Four outlier scores were removed from the 2013-2014 non-BPCM
data set, professional practices scores less than 10. No scores met that parameter in the
BPCM 2013-2014 data set; thus, no scores were removed as outliers. The difference
between professional practices scores of the BPCM teachers, all results, and non-BPCM
teachers, outliers removed, remained significant (t (217.653) = .000, at a 95% confidence
level). Data also remained positively skewed, with and without the outlier scores. The
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most frequent score for both BPCM and non-BPCM participants was 21, of a possible 21
points, and the majority of teachers in both groups (92.5%) earned ratings reflecting
distinguished or proficient performance (18 points or higher). Because this was a clientbased study and no significant difference was observed in the results when comparing all
scores to scores with outliers removed, no scores were removed from further analysis in
the study.

Research Question and Hypothesis 3
To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at the end of the first year
after initial training, and at the end of the second year after additional follow-up
training?
H03: There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of those
teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from prior to
training, at the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of the
second year after additional follow-up training.
The mean value-added (VAM) score for the study’s sample improved from .08
(SD = .40) in 2011-2012, the baseline year of the study, to .11 (SD = .24) in 2013-2014,
year two of the professional learning model’s implementation and year three of the study.
The 2012-2013 mean score (M= .03, SD = .43) was also higher than the 2011-2012 mean
VAM score but slightly lower than the 2013-2014 mean VAM score. The mean range in
scores across all three years of the study was 4.33, with a mean variance of 0.37. The
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data were negatively skewed in years one and two of the study and positively skewed in
year three, with a positive kurtosis in all three years.
The paired-samples t test was conducted to evaluate whether there was a
significant difference between the baseline VAM scores and scores after year one and
year two of BPCM. The results indicated that the mean VAM score for 2012-2013 (M =
.03, SD = .43), though higher, was not significantly different than the mean 2011-2012
VAM score (M = .08, SD = .40, t(173) = -.564, at a 95% confidence interval). The
evaluation of results between years one and two of BPCM implementation also indicated
that the mean VAM score for 2013-2014 (M = .11 SD = .24) was not significantly
different than the 2012-2013 results (t(173) = -.869, at a 95% confidence interval).
Furthermore, though the mean VAM score improved from 2011-2012 to 2013-2014, the
difference between the two scores was not statistically significant (t(173) = -1.142, at a
95% confidence interval) and yielded an effect size less than the minimum for small
effect of .2 (d = .09). Thus, although the VAM scores increased for teachers who
participated in the BPCM professional learning experience, there was not a statistically
significant improvement in student achievement over the course of the study. Table 13
contains the results of the paired samples t-test.
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Table 13
Paired Sample t-Test: Results for Value-added Scores for the Sample
Paired
Sample
2011-2012 to
2012-2013

Mean
-.01

Standard
Deviation
.16

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
-.03
-.02

2012-2013 to
2013-2014

.02

.03

-.07

2011-2012 to
2013-2014

.03

.03

-.08

t
-.564

df
173

Sig. (2tailed)
.574

.03

-.869

173

.386

.02

1.11.142

173

.255

Further examinations of the data were conducted using the paired samples t tests
on the sample teachers’ value-added scores, separated by VAM type (TAV, SAV, and
NFTAV). A comparison of the scores using the paired samples t test between years one
and two of the study, years two and three of the study, and years one and three of the
study, after the completion of the BPCM professional learning experience, yielded
similar results. Though teachers who participated in BPCM training earned higher mean
value-added scores over the course of the three years, the increase was not statistically
significantly different. Thus, the null hypothesis was accepted. Tables 14, 15, and 16
contain the results of the analyses.
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Table 14
Paired Sample t-Test: Results for Teacher Value-added (TAV) Scores
Paired
Sample
2011-2012 to
2012-2013

Mean
.01

Standard
Deviation
.14

t
.902

df
80

Sig. (2tailed)
.370

2012-2013 to
2013-2014

-.06

.46

-1.103

80

.273

2011-2012 to
2013-2014

.04

.48

-.806

80

.423

Table 15
Paired Sample t-Test: Results for School Value-added (SAV) Scores
Paired
Sample
2011-2012 to
2012-2013

Mean
-.01

Standard
Deviation
.09

t
-.551

df
65

Sig. (2tailed)
.583

2012-2013 to
2013-2014

.00

.07

.445

65

.658

2011-2012 to
2013-2014

-.00

.09

-.236

65

.814
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Table 16
Paired Sample t-Test: Results for Non-FCAT Teacher Value-added (NFTAV) Scores
Paired
Sample
2011-2012 to
2012-2013

Mean
-.07

Standard
Deviation
.27

t
-1.342

df
26

Sig. (2tailed)
.191

2012-2013 to
2013-2014

.02

.33

.241

26

.811

2011-2012 to
2013-2014

-.05

.21

-1.372

26

.182

Research Question and Hypothesis 4
To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at the
end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of the second year after
additional follow-up training?
H04: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional practices
scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from
prior to training, at the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of
the second year after additional follow-up training.
The mean professional practices score for the study’s sample (M = 19.37, SD =
.09) improved from 2011-2012, the baseline year of the study, to 2013-2014, year two of
the professional learning model’s implementation and year three of the study (M = 19.73,
SD = .10). The mean range in scores across all three years of the study was 7.03, with a
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mean variance of -1.75. The data were negatively skewed in all three years with a
positive kurtosis.
The paired-samples t test was conducted to evaluate whether there was a
significant difference between the professional practices scores prior to BPCM training
and scores after year one and year two of BPCM. The results indicated that the mean
professional practices score for 2012-2013 (M = 19.79, SD = 1.25), after year one of
BPCM implementation, was significantly different than the mean professional practices
results in the baseline year (M = 19.37, SD = 1.25, t(173) = -4.273, at a 95% confidence
interval). The evaluation of results between years one and two of BPCM implementation
indicated that the mean professional practices score for 2013-2014 (M = 19.73, SD =
1.28) was actually slightly lower and not significantly different than the 2012-2013
results (t(173) = .666, at a 95% confidence interval). However, the difference between
the mean baseline professional practices score from 2011-2012, prior to BPCM, and the
mean score from 2013-2014, following two years of BPCM implementation, was
significant (t(173) = -3.544, at a 95% confidence level), with a small effect size (d - .27).
Although growth in the mean professional practices scores was greatest in year one of the
initial implementation of BPCM and decreased in year two, the null hypothesis was
rejected based on the overall statistically significant improvements in teacher
effectiveness as measured by observation of professional practices for this study’s
sample. Table 17 contains the complete results of the paired sample t-test results for the
professional practices scores for the sample.

96

Table 17
Paired Sample t-Test: Results for Professional Practices Scores for the Sample
Paired Sample
2011-2012 to
2012-2013

Mean
-.42

Standard
Deviation
1.31

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
t
-.62
-.23
-4.273

2012-2013 to
2013-2014

0.06

1.19

-.12

.24

2011-2012 to
2013-2014

.36

1.36

-.57

-.16

df
173

Sig. (2tailed)
.000

.666

173

.506

-3.544

173

.001

Summary
The size of the sample and population of this study and distribution of the data
supported the use of an independent samples t test and a paired samples t test. These tests
were used to determine the significance of the difference, if any, between teacher
performance as measured by value-added and professional practices observation scores
before, during, and after implementation of Brevard’s Peer Coaching Model for
professional learning (BPCM). A significant difference was found between professional
practices scores, resulting in the rejection of the null hypothesis for Research Questions 2
and 4. However, although value-added scores improved over the course of the study, the
increase in performance was not statistically significant, resulting in the acceptance of the
null hypothesis for Research Questions 1 and 3. Chapter 5 includes a summary of the
study, discussion of the findings, implications for practice, recommendations for further
research, and conclusions.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
This chapter contains a summary of this study, a discussion of the findings,
implications for practice, and recommendations for further research. The purpose of this
chapter is to provide further examination of this study’s findings. It has been written to
support a deeper understanding of the underlying concepts and their connection to
improving instructional practice and student learning. It contains suggestions for further
research to connect professional learning, implementation in the classroom, and student
achievement results.

Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to analyze whether one public school district’s
investment in peer coaching training over a two-year period resulted in improved
instructional practice and increased levels of student achievement as measured by
Florida’s value-added model (VAM). Based on the participatory leadership model of
Demings (Burke et al., 2012; Gruska,2000; Kezar, 2001; Rook and Torbert, 2005),
growth in performance should occur when professional learning is embedded
systematically in an organization through teamwork, collaboration, collegial support, and
a focus on continuous improvement.
The professional practices observation ratings for teachers from Brevard Public
Schools teachers who participated in this study were used for this research in addition to
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their value-added (VAM) scores. Professional practices scores were assigned by trained
school-based administrators across seven dimensions using a 4-point Likert-type scale
across four levels of ratings with rubric definitions: Distinguished, Proficient,
Professional Support Needed, or Unsatisfactory. Scores for this study’s sample ranged
from 13.00 to 21.00, with 21.00 representing the maximum, and 19.73 representing the
mean in 2013-2014, the final year of the study. Value-added scores for the sample
ranged from -3.72 to 1.89, with .11 representing the mean in 2013-2014, the final year of
the study.
The professional practices ratings were taken from each teacher’s Summative Part
One Evaluation as submitted to the Human Resources Division of the school district and
provided to the researcher in this study. The three-year aggregated value-added scores
were provided by the Florida Department of Education and were provided to the
researcher by the Testing and Accountability Department of the school district. The
independent samples t-test was the statistical method used to determine whether a
significant difference existed between the scores of this study’s sample and population as
Brevard’s Peer Coaching Model (BPCM) was implemented. The paired samples t-test
was the statistical method used to determine whether a statistically significant difference
developed in the sample’s scores after participation in BPCM.
This study’s sample included 174 Brevard Public School teachers with three years
of professional practices observation scores and value-added results who completed a
minimum of six of nine days of BPCM professional development during the course of
this study (2011-2014). This study’s population, used for comparison with the paired
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samples t-test, included 3,435 teachers from Brevard Public Schools who did not
participate in BPCM professional development and who earned three years of
professional practices observation scores and value-added student achievement results.
The sample and the population excluded instructional personnel from charter schools, the
adult education centers, alternative learning centers, and virtual schools associated with
Brevard Public Schools. A complete demographic analysis was presented for gender,
ethnicity, and years of experience. This study was based on four research questions:
1. To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from the VAM scores of the population of
Brevard Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM?
H01 There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of those
teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from the VAM
scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did not
participate in BPCM.
2. To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from the professional
practices scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did
not participate in BPCM?
H02: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional
practices scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training
(BPCM) from the professional practices scores of the population of Brevard
Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM.
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3. To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at the end of the first
year after initial training, and at the end of the second year after additional
follow-up training?
H03: There is no statistically significant difference in the VAM scores of
those teachers who participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) from prior
to training, at the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of
the second year after additional follow-up training.
4. To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at
the end of the first year after initial training, and at the end of the second year
after additional follow-up training?
H04: There is no statistically significant difference in the professional
practices scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training
(BPCM) from prior to training, at the end of the first year after initial training,
and at the end of the second year after additional follow-up training.

Summary and Discussion of Findings
Previous researchers on the impact of a peer coaching professional learning model
on systemic improvement in teaching and learning have reported positive findings but
have also primarily relied on qualitative measures (Hill & Rapp, 2012; Johnson &
Fiarman, 2012; Kohler et al., 1997; Sparks & Bruder, 1987). The purpose of this study
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was to use quantitative measures to determine if significant improvements in observation
ratings and value-added scores occurred after one large school district’s significant
investment in a multi-year peer coaching training program. The following summary and
discussion of the findings has been organized around each of the study’s four research
questions.

Research Question 1
To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from the VAM scores of the population of Brevard
Public School teachers who did not participate in BPCM?
The results of the data analysis for Research Question 1 indicated no significant
difference existed between student achievement results of teachers in the sample and
teachers in the population when measured by Florida’s value-added model formula
(VAM). Mean VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer coaching training
(BPCM), though higher than the mean VAM scores of those teachers who did not
participate in BPCM throughout this study (non-BPCM), did not show a significant
improvement over the scores of their peers, replicating the previous research findings of
Murray et al. (2008). Over the course of this study, the mean VAM scores for teachers in
both groups, BPCM and non-BPCM, increased as predicted, and the range in scores
narrowed for BPCM and non-BPCM teachers. However, though BPCM teachers earned
higher VAM scores than non-BPCM teachers in all three years of this study, both before
and after BPCM implementation, and mean scores in both the sample and the population
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increased over the course of the study, the difference in student achievement between the
groups was not statistically significant despite the large study sample and duration of the
professional development experience. Although the school district’s use of three-year
aggregated results in teacher evaluation minimized the impact of measurement error and
variability for teacher performance ratings, it limited the researcher’s efforts to capture
statistically significant changes in student achievement after each year of implementation
of the Brevard Peer Coaching Model (BPCM) project.
The data were also analyzed for differences in the value-added results by VAM
type in order to determine if differences existed among teachers earning a teacheraggregated VAM (TAV), a non-FCAT teacher-aggregated VAM (NFTAV), or a schoolaggregated VAM (SAV). The results indicated that for BPCM and non-BPCM teachers
earning a TAV or NFTAV, mean scores were higher for teachers who participated in
BPCM than the mean scores of teachers who did not participate in BPCM. The
differences were not, however, statistically significant. Teachers in BPCM who earned a
SAV also had higher mean scores than teachers who did not participate in BPCM, but the
difference between the mean SAV scores in this group was statistically significant.
BPCM training had a stronger impact on all teachers in schools with higher levels of
student growth than projected. An important distinguishing characteristic between the
sample and the population related to student assignment. More BPCM teachers earned a
TAV (n = 46.6%) than non-BPCM teachers (n = 28.5%), indicating that more of the
BPCM participants were classroom-based reading, language arts, or mathematics
teachers in Grades 4-10. Future studies would benefit from implementing new
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professional learning experiences with a true random sample, representative of the
general comparison population. They would also be enhanced by defining a measure of
student performance more predictive of a single year’s growth in performance for
teachers across grade levels and content areas. Florida’s value-added formula uses threeyear aggregated scores from a single measure, the state assessment test in reading and
mathematics.
The intent of the peer coaching training model was to improve teacher and student
performance, both for those teachers who participated in the training and their colleagues,
through implementation of the observation and feedback cycle in schools and based on
Demings’ guiding theory of participatory leadership (Burke et al., 2012; Gruska,2000;
Kezar, 2001; Rook and Torbert, 2005). The overall effectiveness of a peer coaching
model is measured in terms of impact on those trained and their colleagues, as the
professional learning builds on and extends professional capital, thus keeping
professional learning in the formal and informal conversations among teachers and
between teachers and administrators. Over the course of this study, value-added scores
improved, as predicted, even though the statistical analysis of the data demonstrated a
weak effect. The analysis of the data indicated that BPCM had a positive impact on
student performance, as value-added results improved consistently across the sample and
the population, although clearly not at the desired level of influence. However, because
the school district used a three-year aggregated value-added score in its teacher
evaluation program to minimize the impact of standard error, the researcher’s ability to
evaluate significant changes in performance from year to year was limited. This
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indicated that though increases in scores may appear promising, they require further and
deeper analysis when conducting program evaluation for both effectiveness and
efficiency. In addition, program evaluation that is planned strategically in the
preliminary stages of a professional learning model’s development and implementation is
important. Early planning can be used to identify assessment tools and measurement
outcomes that will provide results necessary for monitoring and analyzing the program’s
effectiveness over the course of the program.

Research Question 2
To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from the professional practices
scores of the population of Brevard Public School teachers who did not participate in
BPCM?
The results of the data analysis for Research Question 2 indicated there was a
significant difference between the mean professional practices observation score of the
teachers who participated in BPCM compared to the mean professional practices
observation score of the teachers who did not participate in BPCM. Mean professional
practices scores improved for teachers in both groups of teachers, BPCM and nonBPCM, from the baseline year of this study to 2013-2014, year two of BPCM
implementation. There was a slight decrease, however, in mean professional practices
scores between 2012-2013 and 2013-2014, years one and two of BPCM implementation,
for BPCM and non-BPCM participants, as the school district increased training for
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administrators on the observation rubrics, recertified all evaluators on use of the
evaluation instruments, and emphasized the importance of inter-rater reliability (J.
Respess, personal communication, March 24, 2014).
Overall, teacher performance in Brevard Public Schools, as measured by
administrator-assigned observation scores, improved over the course of this study.
Teachers who participated in BPCM improved significantly more than their colleagues.
The data indicated that the professional learning experienced by BPCM participants had a
positive impact on the performance of their peers, aligning with previous research on the
positive impacts of peer learning and peer coaching (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Louis &
Marks, 1998; Marzano & Simms, 2013). However, the data further indicated that
throughout the three-year length of the study, the professional practices results were
positively skewed. Administrators rated 92.5% of teachers in both the sample and the
population as highly effective or effective in the area of professional practices. As found
in the Widget Effect (Weisberg et al., 2009), principals struggled to distinguish between
levels of performance among their teachers, even with clearly defined descriptors of
teacher performance in the IPPAS rubrics.
In this study, school-based instructional leaders have been shown to continue to
need additional training and support in distinguishing between levels of teacher
performance and providing unbiased feedback that will improve instructional practice
and increase student performance. It has also been demonstrated in the present study that
the greatest impact of professional learning occurs in the initial year of training and for
teachers with direct participation in the professional learning experience. Although the
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investment in training yielded dividends for the school district beyond the participants
themselves, additional research is needed to assess the level of impact and to identify
strategies that will support improvements beyond year one.

Research Question 3
To what extent do the VAM scores of those teachers who participated in peer
coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at the end of the first year after
initial training, and at the end of the second year after additional follow-up training?
The results of the data analysis for Research Question 3 indicated no significant
difference in the mean value-added scores (VAM) for those teachers participating in
BPCM over the course of the model’s implementation. The mean VAM score for BPCM
teachers increased each year of BPCM implementation, from a baseline score of 0.77 to
.11 in 2013-2014. Based on these results, BPCM teachers were having a greater impact
on student learning over the course of this study, but the difference was not statistically
significant. The range in value-added scores was small, and the school district’s use of
three-year aggregated value-added scores to reduce measurement error limited the
researcher’s ability to analyze changes in student learning in a single year. This indicated
that accurate program evaluation requires statistical analysis beyond a comparison of raw
mean scores. Establishing a direct link between professional development and student
achievement remains a challenge (Borko, 2004; Gusky, 2002; Joyce & Showers, 2002;
Yoon et al., 2007).
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Research Question 4
To what extent do the professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) differ from prior to training, at the end of
the first year after initial training, and at the end of the second year after additional
follow-up training?
The results of the data analysis for Research Question 4 indicated a significant
difference between the baseline professional practices scores of those teachers who
participated in peer coaching training (BPCM) and their scores after years one and two of
BPCM implementation. Teacher performance as measured by administrator-assigned
observation scores improved most significantly after the first year of BPCM, indicating
the greatest gains occurred after year one of the training. Teacher performance continued
to improve in the second year, but at a less significant rate (p = .506). Overall, mean
professional practices scores improved significantly from 19.37 in 2011-2012, prior to
BPCM, to 19.73 in 2013-2014, after BPCM. In this study, the greatest improvements in
teacher performance occurred after the first year of the peer coaching professional
learning model, replicating the results of Lee and Maerten-Rivera (2012), and indicating
a need for further examination of strategies to support BPCM participants in
implementation and continuous improvement in year two and beyond.

Implications for Practice
Participatory leadership, the theoretical framework underlying the development of
the Brevard Peer Coaching Model (BPCM) in Brevard Public Schools, describes the
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importance of putting structures in place to transform schools and school districts into
high quality learning organizations focused on continuous improvement. Through peer
observation and meaningful feedback, peer learning promotes changes in professional
practice that produce increases in student learning. In a large school district, building
systemic capacity in schools is essential for success. BPCM was designed to identify
high performing teacher teams at each school and to provide training in analyzing the
teacher evaluation rubrics and using the rubrics to observe and provide specific feedback
to peers. BPCM was intended to promote better understanding among teachers of the
high quality instructional practices identified in the observation rubrics and to improve
performance of both BPCM and non-BPCM participants over a two year period.
Results of this local study indicated increased value-added and professional
practices scores for Brevard Public School teachers in the sample, BPCM, and in the
population, non-BPCM. Furthermore, BPCM teachers consistently earned higher valueadded and professional practices scores than their non-BPCM peers, before, during, and
after the implementation of the professional learning model. However, improvements in
value-added results both within the sample during the study and comparing the sample
and the population mean scores were not at a statistically significant level within a 95%
confidence interval. Florida’s value-added model was designed to measure the impact of
school and teacher performance on student learning in a more fair, equitable manner than
previous tools which relied on proficiency ratings or learning gains and failed to consider
student characteristics known to impact student growth (Florida Department of
Education, 2011). This study has demonstrated that it is not an effective tool to capture
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the impact of professional learning models in an academic year. The measurements
designated for use in this school district’s teacher evaluation system were not effective in
evaluating the impact of a multi-year professional learning model on student learning.
School districts planning to implement a professional learning model should plan for
program evaluation in the initial stages of development, in order to identify more valid
and reliable measurements to student performance to evaluate a model’s effectiveness
during and after implementation.
Professional practices scores used for evaluation in this study, though
demonstrating significant improvements in instructional practices for both BPCM and
non-BPCM participants, also reflected the continued failure of school administrators to
use evaluation ratings and observation results to accurately distinguish between levels of
teacher performance, a systemic problem reflected in research from other local school
districts and beyond (Fritz, 2014; Weisberg et al., 2009). BPS school administrators
rated 92.5% of all teachers as highly effective or effective in the professional practices
portion of the teacher evaluation instrument during the final year of this study (20132014). This was consistent with administrators’ ratings of previous years. Although the
school district implemented additional training and certification requirements for all
administrators in the same year, 2013-2014, objective and unbiased use of the
observation framework to evaluate teacher performance clearly remains a significant
concern. Continued training for administrators and emphasis on inter-rater reliability are
needed. Furthermore, multiple observers have been demonstrated to minimize bias and
increase validity and reliability of evaluation ratings in other school districts (Ensuring
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Fair and Reliable Measures of Effective Teaching, 2013). This school district should
consider a more multi-metric approach by building on the current level of BPCM training
and taking steps necessary to further develop the capacity of the peer coaches to become
true partners in the teacher evaluation process as peer evaluators.
One limitation of this study was related to the quasi-experimental design which
lacked equally sized, randomly chosen sample and control groups for evaluation of the
professional learning experience. This element of the study design limited interpretation
of the results to impact in the local school district and should be given more consideration
in planning for future program evaluation projects. In addition, the study design lacked a
component to evaluate frequency or quality of feedback provided to peers after
observations by the BPCM peer coaches. The school district has added an electronic
system to capture and report observation and evaluation data to improve capacity to
monitor results of formal and informal observations at the school and district level. The
system includes a mentoring module, where peer coaches can record results from peer
observations and provide specific feedback and suggestions for next steps via email to
their peers in timely manner. This system should be fully implemented and monitored by
school and district administrators to evaluate quality of the peer coaching encounters. It
can be useful in the identification of needs for follow-up training and support to
maximize efforts to improve teaching and learning using the peer observation process.
Finally, though not a part of this study, a correlation was run to determine the
strength of the relationship between professional practices scores and VAM results for
the BPCM participants in the final year of the study, 2013-2014. The results, r(172) =
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+.005, p = .949, indicated a positive but very weak relationship between the two key
elements of this program evaluation study and the BPS teacher evaluation system.
Although professional practices scores increased as student achievement results
improved, and vice versa, there was not a significant relationship between the two scores
at the 95th confidence interval. Similarly, weak correlation results were found in the first
year of implementation of the teacher evaluation system and BPCM (Mela, 2013). This
indicated a continued need for the school district to review current research and analyze
the teacher evaluation components. Continued attention to observation frameworks and
student achievement outcomes will assist in ensuring that the system accurately identifies
critical teacher competencies. Doing so will permit meaningful feedback to be shared
with teachers and administrators that will result in improved instructional practice and
increased student learning.

Recommendations for Further Research
The publication of the updated Standards for Professional Learning by Learning
Forward in 2011 launched a renewed focus on the development of high quality learning
experiences for teachers and the need to monitor and measure the impact of professional
learning on improving practice and increasing student learning. When school districts
allocate resources to professional development, “PD to practice” should be the goal, and
program evaluation is essential to ensure that investments of financial and human
resources are producing a quality return. Another development in 2011, the
implementation of new multi-metric teacher evaluation systems incorporating student
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achievement outcomes, has also changed the landscape in public education. Both
developments informed the direction of this local study and provide opportunities for
future research.
Although the researcher in this study chose to focus on the quantitative measures
of professional practices observation scores and value-added results, previous studies
analyzing the effectiveness of peer coaching have often relied on qualitative measures
including survey results. A follow-up study for this local school district and other school
districts implementing a comprehensive professional learning model should include both
elements: (a) an analysis of the evaluation ratings from administrators and student
outcomes before, during, and after the professional learning; and (b) a perception survey
of study participants, in order to determine which, if any, elements of the professional
learning and follow-up were most helpful in improving instructional practice. The 21statement paper/pencil survey, Teacher Perceptions of Professional Learning (TPLP)
(Yates, 2007), gathers perception data around the experiential and reflective elements of
professional learning, as well as collaborative sharing and the relatedness of the
professional learning to a teacher’s work with students. This would allow school districts
to study components of the training model to determine if different elements had greater
effects on professional practices or student achievement results. Survey results, as well
as interim quantitative measures, should be used to adapt training needs and resources as
needed during the study to ensure that significant impact continues beyond year one,
when impact has been historically greatest (Lee & Maerten-Rivera, 2012).
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School districts developing and implementing a comprehensive professional
learning model should also analyze attrition of a study’s participants over time, in order
to ensure that resources are being used effectively and efficiently to maximize
professional growth. Over 100 teachers who participated in the first three-day summer
training for BPCM dropped out of the program over the course of the study. Utilizing
results from the TPLP survey to guide changes in the professional learning model’s
training sessions and follow-up would strengthen future professional development
initiatives and potentially improve teacher retention, changes in practice, and increases in
student learning.
A complicating factor in this study included the state-level differences in
application of the value-added formula results for teachers assigned to grade levels and/or
content areas not assessed by the state’s standardized assessments for reading and
mathematics. The local school district chose to apply either the NFTAV, the non-FCAT
teacher aggregated VAM, or the SAV, the school-aggregated VAM, in teacher evaluation
and for the analysis in this local study. Study results were similar for all three VAM
types; however, issues of fairness and equity should guide future research to extend
application of the principles and limiting characteristics of Florida’s value-added model
to all grade levels and content areas.
Finally, it is essential to ensure that elements guiding teacher evaluation and
professional learning accurately identify instructional strategies, techniques, and skills
that produce significant increases in student learning. The weak correlation between
professional practices scores and value-added results demands further investigation and
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analysis in this school district, and in school districts implementing similar evaluation
systems and frameworks. Effective management of human capital requires a clear vision
of high quality teaching that is research-based, outcome-driven, and the focus of all high
quality professional learning experiences.

Summary
Brevard Public Schools developed and implemented a comprehensive
professional learning model, Brevard’s Peer Coaching Model (BPCM), during the
summer following the 2011-2012 school year, to support teachers and administrators in
improving instructional practice and student learning through a peer coaching and
feedback process. Designed using Learning Forward’s Standards for Professional
Learning (2011), BPCM included nine days of training and follow-up over the course of
two school years and represented a significant investment of human and financial
resources by the school district. Building on the participatory leadership theoretical
framework, the training included multiple opportunities over the course of the study for
teachers to learn from teachers in a collegial, collaborative structure through peer
observation, feedback, and coaching, with the intent of improving practice for both
BPCM and non-BPCM participants.
To improve upon previous research and evaluate the effectiveness of the
professional learning experience, this local study was conducted to analyze the
quantitative measures of professional practices scores and value-added results before,
during, and after the training. Although both measures showed improvement over the
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course of the study for both BPCM and non-BPCM participants, only professional
practices scores demonstrated a significant increase. VAM scores improved but not at a
statistically significant level. This confirmed the findings of previous research that
though peer coaching had a positive impact on teacher practice, a strong link between the
BPCM professional learning and student outcomes could not be determined from the data
available. The need for further analysis in the school district of the relationship between
professional practices scores and value-added measures was also demonstrated. Further
analysis could better ensure the use of observation frameworks and measurement
instruments that accurately identify instructional practices, techniques and skills that
produce significant increases in student learning, and that administrators are using the
evaluation tools with fidelity. The findings in the present study also were aligned with
those of previous researchers related to administrator bias, inter-rater reliability, and the
value of multi-metric evaluation systems in distinguishing between levels of teacher
performance.
Investments in professional learning represent a significant allocation of a school
district’s limited resources, and high quality program evaluation is critical to ensure that
allocation decisions are research-based and outcome driven. The importance of planning
for program evaluation during the initial stages of development of a professional learning
model has been demonstrated in the present study. Planning is essential to ensure that
measurements are identified that will provide meaningful results before, during, and after
implementation. Also critical is aligning professional learning with valid and reliable
evaluation tools. Successful organizations recognize that teacher performance is crucial
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in determining student learning and plan for professional learning to support continuous
improvement in both.
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